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LONDON, NOVEMBER io, 1888, 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


We onperstanp that the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society have expressed the opinion that there is nothing derogatory 
or unprofessional in solicitors applying to be appointed bailiffs 
under the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1888, as allowed 
by the rules made under that Act. Many country solicitors ought 
to avail themselves of this privilege. 


A Transrer will shortly be made of 100 causes to Mr. Justice 
Kexewicu for the purpose only of trial or hearing. Thirty of 
these causes will be taken from the list of Mr. Justice Curry, 
40 from that of Mr. Justice Norrn, and 30 from that of Mr. Justice 
Srretixe. A list of causes from which those proposed to be trans- 
ferred will be taken is now exhibited in the Cause Clerk’s Koom 
(No. 136), and the last day for parties to lodge objections is the 
14th inst. 





Mr. Justice Currry has apparently had forced upon him the 
necessity of disposing more rapidly of the large amount of chamber 
business which comes before him; and for that purpose has deter- 
mined to devote Monday in each week, commencing the 12th of 
November, to hearing summonses. His lordship will sit in court, 
as being more convenient than chambers. It is to be expected that 
this step will relieve the block which the numerous adjourn- 
ments to the judge have occasioned. 





WE remArkeED last week: ‘‘ It is stated that the Board of Trade 
has issued an instruction to the official receivers not to make any 
allowance in future to solicitors for assisting debtors in preparing 
their accounts, and that such assistance must be rendered by 
accountants.” We are officially informed by the Board of Trade 
that no such instruction has been issued. We learn that the state- 
ment which was made by a bankruptcy official, and on which 
our remarks last week were based, was entirely unauthorized by 
the Board. 





Mr. T. Lewis, who has been appointed to the post of deputy- 
assistant-paymaster, rendered vacant by the death of Mr. Sxrxner, 
can reckon thirty-two years’ public service, having been appointed 
a clerk to the Accountant-General of the Court of Chancery in 
July, 1856. 





We berieve that most of the country law societies have prepared 


petitions in favour of the Solicitors Bill, which stands for committee | 


on the 15th inst. The Bill was blocked by Mr. Warminorton in the 
House of Commons before the adjournment, and it is probable that 
it will not be allowed to become law without some slight opposi- 
tion. Having regard, however, to the fact that the Incorporated 
Law Society, in general meeting at Newcastle-upon-Tyne, unani- 
mously passed 9 resolution in favour of the Bill, and that nearly all 





~_— 





the provincial law societies are petitioning in favour of it, there 
seems to be no reasonable ground for this opposition. The public, 
on whose behalf alone any objection can be raised, will not be 
affected, because, if any person who brings a charge against a 
solicitor is dissatisfied with the action of the Incorporated Law 
Society, it will be still open to him to proceed in the ordinary way. 
There is no doubt that the Bill, if passed, will considerably 
simplify the present process of punishing delinquent solicitors, and 
many cases which could not now be dealt with by the court will be 
reached by the new tribunal. 





Tue Prestpent of the Board of Trade has given notice of an 
amendment to the Land Charges Registration and Searches Bill to 
the effect that every receiving order made under the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, sball, on publication in the London Gazette, be 


8| registered in the register of receiving orders and arrangements 
» | affecting land. The effect of this amendment, if adopted, would be 


to throw upon the land registry officials the duty of entering on 
the register every receiving order appearing in the London 
Gazette which (as the great majority of bankrupts have no 
land) would fill the register with entries not affecting land. It 
is probable that the object of the Board of Trade is to relieve 
official receivers from having to decide which orders should be 
registered and which should not, and to relieve them from the re- 
sponsibility of having to put them on the register, 





WE Are Gian to find that the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society have made regulations to the effect that members elected on 


| and after the 2nd of November, and paying their subscriptions prior 


to the Ist of January, 1889, shall not be required to pay any 
further subscription until January, 1890. This is in accordance 
with a suggestion which we made some little time ago. Another 
suggestion which we made has also borne fruit—viz., that mem- 
bers will in future only be charged half subscription for the first 
three years after admission. This concession ought to induce a 
good many young solicitors to join the society. We believe that a 


/not uncommon answer made by solicitors when asked to become 


members is, ‘“‘ What advantage should I get? I may not visit the 
building more than once or twice a year.” This, of course, is true 
when the question is looked at purely from the point of view of 
personal convenience. There is, however, a broader view. The 
society at present possesses influence, which is always used for the 
benefit of the profession and the public, but this influence would 
be considerably increased if the bulk of the profession belonged to 
it, and though many of the members may not reap any direct 
personal advantage, they confer indirect benefit on themselves and 
their professional brethren by extending the influence of the 
society. With this object in view we venture to make yet 
another suggestion, which we hope will be considered by the 
council—viz., that country solicitors who are members of local 
law societies should be admitted as members of the Incorporated 
Law Society on payment of half the usual subscription. This 
would bring into the society a great many solicitors who now re- 
main outside, because, though the full subscription is in most cases 
only £1 for the London society and £1 for the country society, we 
believe that a good many solicitors would pay £1 10s. to belong to 
both societies when they would not pay £2. 





In ANOTHER COLUMN we print an important letter from a valued 
correspondent on the subject of assignments of life policies. He 
says :—‘‘ May not the assignment be stamped, subject, of course, 
to the payment of the penalty, at any time, and when so stamped 
willit not take effect from its date? The section does not say that 
an assignment of a policy shall not pass any interest in the policy 
or the moneys thereby assured until it is stamped. It provides, 
what, I take it, is wholly different, that until stamped it shall confer 
no right to sue or to give a discharge; yet surely an interest passes 
to the assignee which will have priority over that taken by any 
subsequent assignee, and with which the right to sue and give a 
discharge will, upon the assignment being stamped, coalesce.” 
This passage sets forth with great clearness the only possible 
answer to the arguments which we advanced last week. Bat we 
adhere to the opinions which we have expressed, for the reasons 
following. Let us consider what are the rights of a person who 
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effects a policy on the life either of himself or of another. The only 
rights that he acquires by effecting the policy are the rights to sue 
the office and to give them a discharge for the policy moneys when 
they become payable. The person effecting a policy cannot confer 
on his assignee any rights against the office that he does not 
possess. Accordingly the only rights that the assignee acquires 
against the office are the following: —Virst, if a proper notice is 
given under the Policies of Assurance Act, 1867, or under the 
Judicature Act, 1873 (if the assignment is absolute), he acquires 
the right to sue the office and to give discharges to them for the 
policy-moneys when they have become payable. Secondly, if the 
notices are not given, he may, according to the form of the assignment 
and other circumstances, acquire the right to sue in the name of 
the assignor, or possibly to preceed in his own name in equity 
against the office, and also the right in equity to give a discharge 
to the office. The assignment also confers on the assignee the right, 
if the assignor receives the policy-moneys from the office, to recover 
them from him and to give him a discharge forthem. Thirdly, it 


confers on the assignee the right to the policy itself—i.e., to the | 


paper on which it is written. This right is either absolute, 
or, if the assignment is made by way of security only, is qualified. 
The assignee acquires by the assignment no rights other than those 
which we have pointed ont. It appears to us that the Act effect- 
ually prevents an assignee from acquiring any of these rights 
unless the assignment is properly stamped, except the right to hold 
the policy itself. Such of these rights as were vested in the 
assignor at the time of the assignment, and do not pass to the 
assignee, must remain in the assignor, and therefore it appears to 
us that they will pass to Ais assignee in bankruptcy, or to a sub- 
sequent assignee if he becomes bankrupt or assigns before the 
original assignment is properly stamped. We think that our 
correspondent is correct in thinking that if any interest in the 
policy-moneys passed to the assignee by an insufficiently-stamped 
assignment the right to sue would coalesce with it on the assign- 
ment being stamped, but, forthe reasons above pointed out, we con- 
sider that nothing, except the mere policy itself, passes by the 
insufficiently-stamped assignment, and that, therefore, there is no 
interest in the policy-moneys with which the right to sue can 
coalesce. The moral of the discussion is, of course, that in all 
cases of doubt the stamp on the assignment of a policy should be 
adjudicated. 


A very curious application was made to Mr. Justice Norrn in 
the case of Re Jrish. It appears that there is at Barnstaple a 
manure, wool, and seed business which has been carried on for the 
last ten years under the direction of the court for the benefit of an 
infant. In other words, it has been in chancery, and has pros- 
pered. The result appears to have been due to the exertions of the 
receiver and manager appointed by the court, and in the ten years 
he has gained a position of personal influence which is a chief factor 
in the business. At length it has been decided that this shall be 
sold, but a difficulty has arisen over the receiver. Apparently his ser- 
vices will not be wanted by the purchaser, but, if he goes, the 
business may go too. Accordingly an application has been made 
that he may be restrained from entering into competition with the 
purchaser, but this was refused by Mr. Justice Nonrn as being 
without precedent. If a theoretical justification for it is wanted, 
it is probably to be found in the fact that had the receiver been 
engaged as manager in the ordinary way, he would have had to 
enter into covenants restricting any subsequent competition by 
him ; in the present case, however, the circumstances of his 
appointment precluded any such arrangement being made, and 
it might not be unfair for the court to impose upon him at the end 
of his service ccnditions which a private employer would impose 
at the beginning. But there is an obvious objection to placing 
restrictions upon a man who has had no reason to expect 
them, and if the business has owed so much to the energy of the 
receiver, it seems proper enough that he should be lefc free to 
make his own terms with a purchaser, even though the price of 
the business should suffer somewhat in consequence. 





Tue case of Re Pennington, upon which we commented when it 
was decided by Mr. Justice Cave (32 Soxicrtors’ Journat, 586), 
has been taken to the Court of Appeal, and with the result that 





| not allowed to stand. 
| facts were still stronger against the wife, for there had been co- 





might have been predicted. The marriage consideration is justly 
esteemed of high value, but this is no reason why the court should 
allow it to be made the instrument of fraud upon creditors. It 
may be thought, indeed, that the law goes a long way in allowing 
a man in insolvent circumstances to make a valid marriage settle. 
ment upon his intended wife at all, but such settlements were upheld 
in Re McBurnie (1 De G. M. & G. 441) and in Kevan v. Crawford 
(L. R. 6 Ch. 29). Inthe former of these cases a trader in insol. 
vent circumstances covenanted to settle £500 upon his intended 
wife, and upon his bankruptcy occurring the trustees of the settle- 
ment were allowed to prove in respect of the covenant. In Kevan 
v. Crawford there was the further circumstance that the settlement 
contained an incorrect recital that the intended husband was in- 
debted to the intended wife. But upon its being shewn that the 
wife was ignorant of this, as well as of the husband’s insolvency, 
the matter became immaterial. Of course the only reason for 
protecting the wife is that she is an innocent party, and has no 
knowledge that the settlement is really made out of the creditors’ 
money. But the case is very different where the wife is acquainted 
with the husband’s affairs, and knows that it is made for the pur- 
pose of protecting the property, and in Colombine v. Penhall (1 
Sm. & G. 256) a settlement made under such circumstances was 
In Bulmer v. Hunter (L. R. 8 Eq. 50) the 


habitation previous to the marriage, which seems to have been 
entered into merely for the sake of the settlement. In the present 
case of Re Pennington there had been no cohabitation immediately 
preceding the marriage, but none the less the Court of Appeal held 
that it was merely a means of procuring the settlement, and there 
was no difficulty in holding that this was void. 





Tue case of Lewis v. Graham, reported last week (ante, p. 10), 
discloses a bold attempt to extend the jurisdiction of the Mayor’s 
Court. The plaintiff sought to establish that a solicitors’ clerk, 
whose employer’s office was in the city, ‘‘ carried on business” 
there within the meaning of section 12 of the Mayor’s Court 
Procedure Act, 1857. Fortunately for that very large class of per- 
sons who are employed in some business or other in the City 
during the daytime, the attempt was unsuccessful. The Master of 
the Rolls, in the course of the argument, said that it seemed to be 
the idea of some people that the Mayor’s Court ought to have 
jurisdiction over everyone in England. The court held that the 
words “‘carry on business’? meant carry on Ais business, and, that 
being so, the two old cases of Buckley v. Hann (5 Ex. 43) and 
Sangster v. Kay (5 Ex. 386) shewed that a person who was a mere 
clerk did not carry on business at his employer’s office. It should 
be noticed, however, that the court did not in any way dissent 
from the decision in Hx parte Breull (29 W. R. 299, 16 Ch. D. 
484), that a clerk employed in a bank in the City carried on 
business within the district of the London Bankruptcy Court 
within the meaning of rule 17 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1870. 
The bankruptcy courts are all branches of one court, and the 
object of the rule, as the judges said, was to distribute the business 
between the London Court of Bankruptcy and the provincial 
courts, and sothey gave the words ‘ carry on business” a wide 
meaning, having regard to the object of the rule. The object of 
section 12 of the Mayor’s Court Act was to found jurisdiction, and 
there was no reason for giving the words a meaning other than 
their ordinary meaning. 








The death is announced of Sir Lewis Whincop Jarvis, solicitor, at 
King’s Lynn, on the 2nd inst. 

It is stated that, in pursuance of a resolution passed at a meeting of the 
Bar Committee, held on July 11 last, the committee of selection have 
appointed ten gentlemen to confer with the committee appointed by the 
Incorporated Law Society as to the sittings of the Chancery Division, &c. 
The joint committec is constituted as follows:—Those nominated by the 
Bar Committee are Mr. W. F. Robinson, Q.C., Mr. Romer, Q.C., Mr. 
Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Renshaw, Q.C. Mr. Byrne, Q.C.,, Mr. 
Methold, Mr. D. Sturges, Mr. Ingle Joyce, Mr. Farwell, and Mr. Vernon 
Smith. The gentlemen nominated by the Incorporated Law Society are 
the President and Vice-President of the Society and Messrs. J. Addison, 
J. W. Budd, J. Hollams, H. L. Pemberton, H. Roscoe, W. H. Gray, 
H, J. Francis, and T. Rawle. 





et BO Ga ES eee oe LOO mem eis 





3. 


——— 


stly 
ould 

; It 
ving 
ttle. 
held 
ford 
nsol. 
nded 
ttle- 
evan 
ment 
s in- 
t the 
ney, 
1 for 
a8 no 
itors’ 
inted 
pur- 
ll (1 
was 
) the 
nN C0- 
been 
esent 
ately 
held 
there 


10), 
yor’s 
lerk, 
ess”? 
Jourt 
 per- 
City 
ter of 
to be 
have 
t the 
, that 
) and 
mere 
hould 
issent 
h. D. 
ed on 
Court 
1870. 
1 the 
3iness 
incial 
wide 
ect of 
, and 
than 





Nov, 10, 1888. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 23 








LIABILITY OF BANKERS WHO PAY ACCEPTANCES 
UPON A FORGED INDORSEMENT. 


Tux case of Vagliano v. Bank of England, just decided by Mr. 
Justice Charles, gave rise to somewhat nice questions with regard 
to the liability of bankers who pay acceptances upon a forged 
indorsement. The facts of the case were somewhat complicated, 
and the judgment of the learned judge was very elaborate, going 
at considerable length into the history of the law on the subject. 
The main legal point of general interest seems, however, to be 
briefly as follows:—A clerk of the plaintiffs, a business firm in 
London, draws a bill upon the plaintiffs payable to order of 
payees, forging the signature of a merchant in Odessa, who had 
had business relations with the plaintiffs, as drawer of the bill. 
He inserts as the name of the payees the name of a firm in 
Constantinople, who were correspondents of the plaintiffs, and 
who had been on previous occasions the payees of genuine bills 
drawn upon the plaintiffs. He gets the bilJs so drawn accepted by 
the plaintiffs, the acceptances being made payable at the plaintiffs’ 
bankers—viz., the Bank of England—and then forges the indorse- 
ment of the payees. He then presents the bill at the Bank of 
England, who pay it to him over the counter. The plaintiffs seek 
to charge the defendants with the amount so paid. Of course, the 
above is only a brief summary of the nature of the case, the 
actual facts with regard to the course of business and the mode in 
which the fraud was carried out being very complicated, and 
involving several bills of exchange. It will be sufficient, however, 
to give an idea of the point to which we allude. There were 
various interesting questions of mixed law and fact with regard 
to alleged negligence on both sides, but those we do not propose to 
discuss, as they turned, to a great extent, on the special circum- 
stances of the case. 

It is quite clear, generally speaking, that a banker paying 
a bill of exchange upon a forged indorsement is liable to pay 
the amount over again. In the case of a forged indorsement 
of a cheque or bill upon a banker payable to order on demand, 
the banker is expressly protected by statute, but there is 
no such protection in the case of an ordinary bill of exchange, 
and it has been held in Robarts v. Tucker (16 Q. B. 560) 
that in that case the banker is liable. But it was suggested that 
the defendants were, under the circumstances, protected by the 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, s. 7, sub-section 3, which pro- 
vides that, when the payee is a fictitious or non-existent person, 
the bill may be treated as payable to bearer. It was argued for the 
defendants that the payees were really to all intents and purposes 
fictitious persons in this case, the firm who bore that name in Con- 
stantinople having really nothing whatever to do with the transaction. 
The result, if the bill was payable to beerer, of course, would be 
that the defendants were entitled to pay it to a bearer, and were dis- 
charged by such payment of it. It was said that the fact that there 
was really a firm bearing the name inserted as that of the payees 
did not shew that the payees were not fictitious, and that it could 
not be that, because the forger selected the name of an existing 
person who had nothing to do with the transaction instead of a 
name not belonging to any person, it would make any difference. 

The learned judge declined to give effect to the argument, and held 
that the section did not apply. He seems to have admitted that 
the fact that the name of a real person was used might not be con- 
clusive to shew that the payee was not fictitious within the mean- 
ing of the Act, but he pointed out that the name in question was 
obviously selected in this case because it was that of a real firm 
known to the plaintiffs, and therefore the inference was that the 
plaintiffs only intended payment to be made on the indorsement 
of that firm. He considered that the effect of the cases 
prior to the Bills of Exchange Act was that the knowledge and 
intention of the acceptor was material, and that the law as laid 
down by such cases was that a bill was payable to bearer if, to the 
knowledge of the acceptor, the payee was fictitious. 

It is, no doubt, perfectly true that a bill might purport to be pay- 
able to the order of some real person, as to whom it was, under the 
circumstances, so improbable that the acceptor ever contemplated 
that the bill would be indorsed by him that the payee might properly 
be said to be fictitious, though the name used was that of a real 
person—as, for instance, if a bill was accepted payable to the order 
of the Mahdi or the Grand Lama of Thibet. But clearly the case 
we are discussing was not such a case. It seems to us difficult to 





come to the conclusion that the section was intended to have the 
effect that the argument of the defendants necessarily implies. 
Apperently the defendants’ argument would apply in every case 
where the drawing of the bill was a forgery. The result would 
seem to be that, though in the case of payment on a forged indorse- 
ment of a genuine bill the bankers would be liable, in the case of 
the bill being altogether a forgery, so far as drawing and indorse- 
ment are concerned, they would not be liable. We cannot think 
that that would have been Jaw before the Bills of Exchange Act, 
and we cannot think that the section was intended to have such an 
effect. Such a result seems to us altogether anomalous. 








THE PURCHASE OF LAND WITH CAPITAL MONEY 
ARISING UNDER THE SETTLED LAND ACT. 


Tue Settled Land Act has been a great success—a success which 
has arisen not only from the clear and accurate manner in which it 
was drafted, but also from the common sense manifested in its pro- 
visions. The keynote of the Act is to place the tenant for life in 
most respects as nearly as possible in the same position as if he 
was the owner in fee simple, subject only to such restrictions as 
are necessary for the preservation of the settled property. For 
this purpose full powers of leasing and selling the settled property 
and of investing the proceeds of sale are vested in him. It will be 
observed that the powers thus given to the tenant for life were those 
which in many cases prior to the Settled Land Act he exercised, in 
fact, by the leave of the trustees. In ordinary cases the tenant 
for life made the bargain for the sale or purchase of property, and it 
was subsequently adopted by the trustees. 

The main distinctions between cases before the Act (where the 
settlement was in common form), and those after the Act, are the 
following :— 

First.—Before the Act the trustees had an absolute vefo on 
sales and purchases, so that if the tenant for life was on bad terms 
with his trustees, or if the trustees were nervous people, diffi- 
culties or delay arose. : 

Secondly.—Before the Act the responsibility of making the bar- 
gain for sales or purchases fell on the trustees ; now it falls on the 
tenant for life. 

Thirdly.—Before the Act the trustees had to investigate the 
title on making a purchase of land, and consequently incurred 
any responsibility arising from accepting a bad title; now the 
tenant for life has to investigate the title, and the responsibility is 
shifted to his shoulders. 

In former articles we have fully discussed the questions which 
arise on sales under the Act; we now intend to discuss the ques- 
tions which arise when capital money arising under the Act is 
applied in the purchase of hereditaments. We shall discuss (1) 
what interests in land can be purchased ; (2) who is to enter into 
the contract for purchase : (3) whose duty it is to investigate the 
title to the purchased land ; (4) what are the rights and daties of 
the tenant for life and his solicitor; and (5) what are the rights 
and duties of the trustees and their solicitor. . 

As to what interests in land ean be purchased.—Capital money 
arising under the Act may (section 21) 

‘be invested or otherwise applied wholly in one or partly in one and 
partly in another or others of the following modes: : : 

‘* (ii.) In discharge, purchase, or redemption of incumbrances affecting 
the inheritance of the settled land, or other the whole estate the subject 
of the settlement, or of land tax, rent-charge in lieu of tithe, Crown rent, 
chief rent, or quit rent, charged on or payable out of the settled lend. 

‘*(y.) In purchase of the seignory of any part of the settled land, being 
freehold land, or in purchase of the fee simple of any part of the settled 
land, being copyhold or customary land. 

‘« (vi.) In purchase of the reversion or freehold in fee of any part of the 
settled land, being leasehold land held for years, or life, or years deter- 
minable on life. 

(vii.) In purchase of land in fee simple, or of copyhold or customary 
land, or of leasehold land held for sixty years or more unexpired at the 
time of purchase, subject or not to any exception or reservation of, or in 
respect of, mines or minerals therein, or of or in respect of rights or _— 
relative to the working of mines or minerals therein, or in other land. 

‘‘ viii.) In purchase, either in fee simple or for a term of sixty years or 
more, of mines and minerals convenient to be held or worked with the 
settled land, or of any easement, right, or privilege convenient to be held 
with the settled Jand for mining or other purposes.’’ 

While there is but little difficulty in the construction of each of 
these sub-sections taken separately, it will be found that when we 
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substitute for ‘‘land”’ in sub-section (7) its meaning as defined in 
section 2 there is a certain amount of repetition. 

Section 2 (10) (i.) says: “Land includes incorporeal heredita- 
ments, also an undivided chare in land.” 
that ‘‘ land ’’ includes ‘“‘ messuages, tenements, and hereditaments, 
houses, and buildings of any tenure,’’ as there are no words restrict- 
ing the meaning: 13 & 14 Vict. c. 21, s. 4. 

The effect of section 2 (10) and section 21 (7) appears to be to 
authorize the purchase of incorporeal hereditaments of every 
nature. These consist of remainders, reversions, manors, reputed 
manors, Feignories in gross, profits 7 prendre, easements, advoweons, 
rents seck, rent-charges, tithes, annuities limited to the heirs, and 
franchises. 

There is no authority as to purchase by trustees of a reversion or 
remainder expectant on an estate of freehold, and it is difficult to 
see aby case where such a purchase can be expedient except where 
the property settled is a base fee and it is difficult to come to terms 
with the person entitled to enlarge the fee ; 
which the reversion in fee simple is not vested in him must be 
extremely rare. It may possibly be doubtful whether the enlarge- 
ment of a base fee would be a purchase of “land” within the 
meaning of the Act. 

It iscommon learning that afee simple may be purchased by trustees 
though it is subject to a lease for years (see Re Peyton, L. R. 7 Eq. 
463), though there may be cases where the lease is of such a nature 
that its existence would render the purchase a breach of trust. In 
the absence of the provisions of section 21, sub-section viii., it would 
have been very doubtful whether authority was given to purchase 
an easement to be created de novo and annexed to the settled land. 

Probably the word “right” in sub-section viii. includes profit d 
prendre. 

Tithes are ‘‘ land” within the meaning of the Act: Re Esdaile 
(W.N., 1886, p.47). It appears doubtful whether a personal annuity 
granted to a man and his heirs is ‘‘land” within the meaning of 
the Act: Re Carnac’s Will (30 Ch. D., at p. 140). 

It should be observed that under sub-section viii. the surface or 
the minerals can be purchased separately, and the surface may be 
purchased subject to rights or powers for working mines. 

A question of considerable difficulty may arise where the tenant 
for life is not impceachable for waste, for it will be observed that 
by cutting the timber on the settled land and then selling the land, 
investing the proceeds in the purchase of a timbered estate, he may 
obtain double waste. The question how far trustees for sale are 
justified in acting in this matter will be found discussed in Vaisey 
on Settlements, 585, citing Plymouth vy. Archer (1 B.C. C. 159), 
Burges v. Lamb (16 Ves. 174), and Re Jones’ Se/tled Estates (1 Jur. 
N. 8. 817), but the learned author does not come to any very definite 
conclusions. The difficulty as to purchases under the powers of 
the Settled Land Act is increased owing to the fact that the tenant 
for life who, as we shall presently see, makes the bargain for 
the purchase is the person who obtains an additional benefit by 
purchasing a timbered estate. 

Who is to enter into the contract for purchase.—Section 22 pro- 
vides as follows :— 





**(1) Capital money arising under this Act shall, in order toits being in- 
vested or applied as aforesaid, be paid either to the trustees of the settle- 


ment or into court, at the option of the tenant for life, and shall be | 
invested or applied by the trustees, or under the direction of the court, as | 


the case may be, accordingly. 

‘*(2) The investment or other application by the trustees shall be made 
according to the direction of the tenant for life, and in default thereof | 
according to the discretion of the trustees, but in the last-mentioned case 
subject to any consent required or direction given by the settlement with | 
respect to the investment or other application by the trustees of trust 
money of the settlement; and any investment thall be in the names or 
under the control of the trustees.’ 


If the tenant for life exercises his option of having the capital | 
money paid into court, it cannot be paid out to the trustees, but | 
must remain in court until it is invested or applied under the | 
direction of the court: Cookes v. Uookes (34 Ch. D. 498). Al- | 
though the tenant for life cannot exercise this option unless there 
are trustees (per Kay, J., in Hatfen y. Russell, 38 Ch. D., at p. 
345), it does not appear necessary that there should be trustees at 
the time when the investment or application is made under the 
direction of the court. 

Tt has been argued that the “direction” in sub-section (2) 
jneans a general direction to invest in the purchase of land, not a 





It should be observed | 


the cares however in | 








direction to purchase a specific parcel ; but this view is untenable, 
as it would leave something to the discretion of the trustees, a 
discretion which does not arise unless in default of the direction 
of the tenant for life. Now the question arises, and this is 
question of the utmost importance, if the tenant for life directs 
| the trustees to apply capital money in the purchase of Whiteacre, 
who is to make the bargain, the tenant for life or the trustees? 
The answer appears to be as follows:—The Act confers on the 
tenant for life power to enter into a contract for purchase 

(see section 31 (vi.) ), and the trustees (s 42), ‘‘in the case of pur- 
| chase of land with capital money arising under this Act, . . . 
| are not liable for adopting any contract made by the tenant for 
| life, or bound to inquire as to the propriety of the purchase, : 
| or answerable as regards any price or consideration.” The result 
| appears to be that the tenant for life can enter into a contract 
| for purchase on any terms that he thinks fit, subject, of course, 
to his liability under section 53 to the other parties interested 
under the settlement in case he commits a breach of trust by 
| making an improper purchase, and that the trustees are not bound 
to inquire into the propriety of the contract It should perhaps be 
observed that Zhomas v. Dering (1 Ke. 729) is sometimes cited as 
an authority for the statement that where trustees are to exercise a 
power of sale by ‘the direction” of the tenant for life they have a 
discretion whether they will act on the direction or not. But the 
case, when carefully considered, does not bear this construction, as 
the power was to ‘‘sell at the request, and by the direction, of 
the tenant for life at such price as the trustees should think fit.” 
They raised the objection that the price was insufficient. Nothing 
in the case shews that if they had acknowledged the price to be 
sufficient they could have declined to exercise the power on any 
other grounds. 

It appears, however, that the trustees may adopt the contract of 

| the tenant for life, and that if they do not adopt it they (eection 

42) ‘are not liable to see to, or answerable for, the investigation 
| of title, or answerable for a conveyance of land, if the conveyance 
| purports to convey the land in the proper manner.” 
| It is not quite clear what is meant by ‘‘the trustees of the 

settlement adopting a contract made by the tenant for life” in sec- 
tion 42. Probably it means that they may take upon themselves 
| the burden of carrying it into effect. 
| The ‘proper’? manner mentioned in section 42 is the manner in 
| which the land is to be made subject to the settlement, and it is 


| given in section 24, which provides that : 


| shall be made subject to the 








**(1) Land acquired by purchase 

settlement in manner directed in this section. 
| (2) Freehold land ehall be conveyed to the uses, on the trusts, and sub- 
| ject to the powers and provisions which, under the settlement, or by 
| reason of the exercise of any power of charging therein contained, are 
| subsisting with respect to the settled land, or as near thereto as circum- 
| stances permit, but not so as to increase or multiply charges or powers of 
charging. 
| **(3) Copyhold, customary, or leasehold land shall be conveyed to and 
| vested in the trustees of the settlement on trusts and subject to powers 
| and provisions corresponding, as nearly as the law and circumstances 
| permit, with the uses, trusts, powers, and provisions to, on, and subject 
| to which freehold land is to be conveyed as aforesaid ; so nevertheless 
| that the beneficial interest in land held by lease for years shall not vest 
| absolutely in a person who is by the settlement made by purchase tenant 
in tail, or in tail male, or in tail female, and who dies under the age of 
twenty-one years, but shall, on the death of that person under that age, 
go as freehold land conveyed as aforesaid would go. 

‘* (7) The provisions of this section referring to land extend and apply, 
as far as may be, to mines and minerals, and to easements, rights, and 


| privileges over and in relation to land.”’ 


It should, perhaps, be observed that a difficulty may arise in the 
purchase of leaseholde, as the trustees to whom they will have to 
be conveyed may object to give the usual covenant of indemnity 
to the vendor. If this should be the case it may be necessary to 
apply to the court for directions under section 44. 

The trustees ‘‘are not liable in respect of purchase-money paid 
by them by direction of the tenant for life to any party joining in 
the conveyance as a conveying party, or as giving a receipt for the 
purchase-money, or in any other character, or in respect of any 
other money paid by direction of the tenant for life on the pur- 
chase ’’ (see section 42). 

The result appears to be— 

(1) That the tenant for life is the person who ought to enter 
inte the contract for purchase, 
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(2) That the tenant for life is responsible for the investigation 

of the title, which therefore ought to be made by his solicitor. 
8) That in order to avoid liability the trustees must ascertain— 
(a) that the thing purported to be conveyed is “land” 
within the meaning of the Act; 
(6) that the conveyance purports to convey the land in the 
proper mode. 

(4) That the trustees must pay the purchase-money according to 
the direction of the tenant for life. 

(5) That it is the duty of the solicitor of the trustees to see 
that all these things are done. 

(6) That the trustees may adopt a contract entered into by the 
tenant for life. 

(7) That probably the trustees can enter into the contract by the 
direction of the tenant for life, but in this case it is very doubtful 
whether they would not be liable for a breach of trust if the con- 
tract is an improper one, though possibly even in this case small 
circumstances might be held to shew that they had adopted the 
contract of the tenant for life, in which case they would be safe. 

(8) That if the trustees adopt a contract entered into by the 
tenant for life, or enter into the contract by his direction, their 
solicitor ought to investigate the title. 

Some of our readers may perhaps be startled at the conclusions 
that we have arrived at. They may say that hitherto trustees have 
always been the persons whose duty it was to determine the 
propriety of a purchase under a power, and that the wording of the 
Act does not clearly shew that this duty is taken away from them. 
But they must remember that that duty was only thrown on 
trustees by the express language of the powers in common use, and 
that there was no objection against framing the power in question in 
such a form as to render it imperative cn them to make a purchase 
by the direction of the tenant for life. Add to which that the only 
reason why, under the old powers, they could enter into a contract 
for the purchase of land to be paid for out of the settlement funds 
was that an express power in that behalf was given to them. 

On the other hand, the Act gives no power to the trustees to 
contract for the purchase of land except (1) possibly if they con- 
tract by the direction of the tenant for life, and (2) where the 
tenant for life is an infant. The result is that, except in 
the two exceptional cases, although they can contract for the pur- 
chase of land, any such contract is entered into by them io their 
personal capacity, not as trustees, and that they must pay for the 
land out of their own moneys, not out of capital moneys arising 
under the Act. 

The question now arises, What is the duty of trustees in case the 
tenant for life proposes to make an improper purchase ? 

As we have already shewn, they will incur no risk if they pay 
the purchase-money strictly in accordance with the provisions of 
the Act, but on the other hand section 44 provides that: 

“Tf at any time a difference arises between a tenant for life and the 
trustees of the settlement respecting the exercice of any of the powers of 
this Act, or respecting any matter relating thereto, the court may, on the 
application of either party, give such direction respecting the matter in 
— and respecting the costs of the application, as the court thinks 


Applications under this section are to be made by petition or 
summons at chambers (see section 46 (1) ). 

It is difficult to see on what grounds the trustees could prevent 
the proposed purchase except by shewing that too high a price was 
given or that the title was not good, and as they do not investigate 
the title it can only be by accident that they know its nature. 








THE LIABILITY OF PLACES OF WORSHIP FOR 
PAVING, &c., EXPENSES. 
IL. 


KEEPING in mind the principles of law as laid down in the cases 
noticed last week, let us next turn to a very similar question 
which must at some time aris2, although there is as yet no 
reported instance of it, under the Public Health Act, 1875 (38 & 
39 Vict. c. 55), Section 150 of this Act makes general provisions 
almost prec'sely the same as, though more extensive than, those 
of sections 105 and 77 of the two Metropolitan Acts respectively. 
It confers on the authorities of urban districts, after due notice to and 
default by the owners or occupiers of premises abutting on any street or 





= of a street not being a highway repairable by the inhabitants at 
arge, power to ‘‘sewer, level, pave, metal, flag, channel, or make 
good or to provide proper means for lighting the same,” and power 
‘*to recover in a summary manner the expenses incurred by them in 
so doing from the owners in default according to the frontage of their 
respective premises.” The term ‘‘ owners” is defined in section 4 of 
the Act in the same way as inthe Metropolitan Acts, but by a further 
provision of this Act (section 150 and see sections 213—215) the urban 
authority may declure the expenses so incurred to be “private 
improvement expenses” to be levied on the occupiers of the 
premises ; the occupiers may, however, in certain cases (section 
214) deduct three-quarters of the amount paid by them from the 
rent payable by them for the premises (i.e, to the ‘‘owners.”) By 
section 257, further, ‘‘ until recovery of such expenses and interest 
the same shall be a charge on the premises in respect of which 
they were incurred.” Thus, apart from the greater latitude 
given under this Act, the same persons—i.c., ‘‘ owners of abutting 
premises’’ (except in the case of ‘‘occupiers’’ under a ‘‘ private 
improvement expenses ” order, supra) —are liable as under the Metro- 
politan Acts, but here there is a special section introduced which goes 
further than the latter Acts, and makes a statutory exemption from 
the liability arising under section 150. This section (151) provides 
‘*that the incumbent or minister of any church, chapel, or place 
appropriated to public religious worship which is now by law 
exempt from rates for the relief of the poor shall not be liable to 
any expenses under the last preceding section as the owner or 
occupier of such church, chapel, or place, or of any churchyard or 
burial-ground attached thereto, nor shall any such expenses be 
deemed to be a charge on such church, chapel, or other place, or on 
such churchyard or burial-ground, or to subject the same to distress, 
execution, or other legal process; and the urban authority may, if 
they think fit, undertake any works from the expenses of which any 
incumbent or minister is hereby exempted.” This section is identical 
in its terms with section 38 of the old Public Health Act, 1858 (21 & 
22 Vict. c. 98), and it is obvieus that the Legislature has gone out of 
its way in these cases to preseribe a specific exemption from liability, 
and the only material difficulty which can arise is as to what cases 
precisely the section embraces. 

It will be observed that in order to come within the benefit of 
the section three distinct conditions must be satisfied. (1) The 
person claiming must be ‘‘ the incumbent or minister” of the place 
in question; (2) such place must be ‘appropriated to religious 
worship”; and (3) such place must be one which is ‘‘ now by law 
exempt from rates for the relief of the poor.” Dealing with each of 
these in order, it may be first very seriously questioned whether the 
courts would construe the words ‘‘incumbent or minister” in the 
strictest meaning which might be attached to them. The terms 
would be very inapt in connection with a Nonconformist place of 
worship, as in a great many cases—e.g., in all Methodist bodies which 
have an itinerant system of ministry—by no possibility could the 
‘‘ minister” be held liable as an ‘‘owner,” or even an ‘‘ occupier,” 
since he has no legal interest whatever in the chapsl—and 
remembering, in addition to this fact, that by the common law as 
previously laid down, churches of the Established Church and all 
persons connected with them are exempt, it is clear that the 
section would be practically supererogatory if we ara to limit the 
meaning of its terms in this way. Further, and this appears practically 
conclusive, the section enacts as follows, ‘‘ nor shall any such expenses 
be deemed to be a charge on such church, chapel, or other place,” — 
hence, not only exempting the ‘‘incumbent or minister,” but alto- 
gether divesting the very place itself of the liability which must ipso 
facto have attached to it in cases where it was held by trustees under 
a trust deed, as in Wright v. Ingle (supra). Such trustees did not 
come within the scope of the terms “incumbent or minister.” If 
further provf of this were needed reference might be made to the 
case of Bowditch v Wakefield Local Board (L. R. 6 Q. B. 567), decided 
mainly on section 38 of the old Public Health Act of 1850 above 
alluded to. The question was as to the liability of trustees of 
‘* certain elementary schools for the education of the poor” in the 
borough of Wakefield. The court held that the trustees were liable 
as “owners” in spite of the exemption in section 38 above men- 
tioned. Mellor, J., said, with respect to the latter section, that by 
it, ‘There was a special exemption from all liability to expenses 
under section 69 (i.¢., of 11 & 12 Vict. c. 93) in respect of churches 
and chapels. Therefore, it was clear that the Legislature, having 
this question before them, did not think fit to exempt schools and the 
owner, that is the trustee, from these expenses.” Throughout the 
whole case the court seemed to assume that section 38 would have 
exempted eithertrustees or other ‘“‘ owners” or occupier of a “‘ church 
or chapel” as provided therein. The question thus virtually 
resolves itself into one as to the nature of the places exempted. ‘ 

With regard to the second condition in section 151 of the Public 
Health Act—i.e., that such place must be “‘ appropriated to religious 
worship ”—it is really included and must be read in conjunction with 
the third condition, which provides that the place in question must 








26 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Nov. 10, 1888. 








be one ‘‘ which is now by law exempt from rates for the relief of the 
poor.”’ 

Referring to the Act which deals with exemptions of this nature— 
i.e. 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 30—we find that ‘‘no person or persons shall 
be rated or shall be liable to be rated to or to pay any church or poor 
rates or cesses for or in respect of any churches, district churches, 
chapels, meeting-houses, or premises, or such part thereof as shall be 
exclusively appropriated to public religious worship, and which 
(other than churches, district churches, and Episcopal chapels of the 
Established Church) shall be duly certified for the performance of 
such religious worship according to the provision of any Act or Acts 
now in force.’’ The Act further enacts that this shall extend to such 
of the above places or parts of them as are used for Sunday or infant 
schools or for the charitable education of the poor,” but shall not 
extend to those ‘‘parts not so exclusively appropriated from which 
such person or persons shall receive any rent or rents or shall derive 
profit or advantage”’ To satisfy this section, therefore, the place 
must be—(1) exclusively appropriated to religious worship, and not 
yielding rent, profit, or advantage to any person from any part not 
so exclusively appropriated ; 
case would, of course, include all churches and chapels used in the 
ordinary way for Divine worship or as Sunday-schools (and see 32 & 
33 Vict. c. 40), and would hence include practically all Nonconformist 
chapels, as well as places connected with the Church of England. 
Tae mere fact that pew rents are taken would not appa- 


rently now exclude the place from the benefit of the section if | 


only the pews were situated in the parts ‘‘ exclusively appropriated 
to religious worship.”” Previous to the Act it is true that chapels, 


&c., that derived a revenue from the pew rents were held to he rate- 
| 


able (2. v. Agv7, 14 East. 263, in the case of a Methodist chapel, 
Robson v. Hyde, Cald. 310, and R. v. Woodward, 5 T. R. 79), which 
latter case decided held that a Quaker’s meeting-house was not 
rateable on the ground that no seat rents were taken, even ‘‘ though 
the place might hereafter be applied to any other purpose.”’ 

As to the second point, the Toleration Act (1 W. & M. c. 18), sup- 
plemented by 52 Geo. 3, c. 155, formerly required all Nonconformist 
places of worship to be certified to the bishop’s or archdeacon’s 
court, but now 18 & 19 Vict. c. 81 has repealed this, and such 
places must now be certified to the Registrar-General of Births, 
Deaths, and Marriages, through the district superintendent-registrar 


in accordance with the forms provided by the schedule to the Act. | 


Presumably such certifying must be completed before the date of 
the completion of the paving works by the urban authorities (see 
ve Bettesworth and Richer, 37 Ch. D. 535), 

In conclusion, to sum up the whole question as arising under the 
Public Health Act, there seems to be no doubt that, by virtue of 
section 151, not only churches of the Established Church are 
exempt from the liability imposed by section 150, but also all Non- 


conformist chapels, if, and so far as, they are exclusively devoted to | 


public religious worship, or to the purposes of Sunday or ragged 
school teaching, providei that they have been duly certified in 
conformity with the statutes mentioned, notwithstanding the 
decisions on the corresponding provisions of the Metropolis 
Management Acts, which are distinguishable on the grounds stated, 


REVIEWS. 
ANNUAL PRACTICE, 

Tur ANNUAL PRACTICE, 1888-9: BEING A COLLECTION OF THE 
STATUTES, ORDERS, AND RULES RELATING TO THE GENERAL PRAC- 
TICE, PROCEDURE, AND JURISDICTION OF THE SUPREME Court, 
with Notes, Forms, &c. 
WINSTANLEY, Barristers-at-Law, and Francis A. 
the Central Office, Royal Courts of Justice. W. Maxwell & Son; 
H. Sweet & Sons, 

SUPPLEMENT TO THE ANNUAL PRACTICE, 1888-9. By Tromas Snow, 
M.A., and Huberr WINSTANLEY, Barristers-at-Law, and Francis 
A. SrRtNGER of the Central Office, Royal Courts of Justice. W. 
Maxwell & Son; H. Sweet & Sons. 

We ventured last year to warn the editors of this book against the 
growing danger of unwieldiness. Each year brings an accession of 
from 200 to 300 new cases; there are generally new rules to be in- 
serted ; and so from fifty to eighty pages may be added to a book 
already quite bulky enough for convenience. or the ‘ white 
book” does not, like most law books, remain in the practitioner’s 
chambers or office ; it constantly travels under the arm of its owner 
or in his bag to the courts, and unfitness, by reason of bulk, for this 
purpose would be fatal to the success of the work. We are glad to 
find, therefore, that the editors have this year adopted our suggestion 
of division of the book into two volumes, though they have not 
sdopted the mode of division we indicated. We admit that possibly 
the division adopted may be better; the principle on which it is 


and (2) ‘‘ duly certified.”” The former | 


By Tuomas Snow, M.A., and HusbERT J - 
" is A. STRINGER, of | 8Ppointed myself and a barrister her executors and trustees. A few 


based is, at all events, a sound one—viz., to keep in the principal 
volume ‘‘ everything relating to the Judicature Acts and the rules 
thereunder, and which the practitioner is likely to want in the 
ordinary routine of practice in the Supreme Court aud the chambers 
and offices attached thereto, and to place in the other (the supple- 
ment) such matter as is independent of that contained in the principal 
volume, and is mainly required for occasional reference.” Accord- 
ingly the statutes and rules relating to the Pay Office and appeals 
to the House of Lords, together with the notes on these etatutes and 
rules, are relegated to the supplement, which also contains a collec- 
tion of rules made under the powers of special statutes, such as the 
Conveyancing Acts, Settled Land Act, Bills of Sale Acts, &c. 
Among these are the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act and Order, which 
are very well annotated. The Lunacy Orders, 1883, are also given in 
this volume. 

The space gained in the principal volume has been occupied by 
enlarging the table of cases (which now occupies close upon 100 
pages), and the addition of a statement in tabular form of official 
requirements on issuing execution. The rules which have appeared 
since the last issue are inserted, and we observe that a special slip is 
| inserted calling attention to the postponement of ord. 22, r.17. As 
to the collection of decisions, the best praise we can give is that the 
care and completeness with which this is done does not fall below the 
mark of previous years. The book is valuable, if for nothing else, 
| because the practitioner can rely upon finding judicial opinion 
in whatever series of reports or journals such opinion may have 
| appeared; and the great success which has attended the publication 
| is sufficient proof that this is what the profession wants in a book of 
practice. 
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LAWYER'S DIARY. 


|THE LAWYER’s CoMPANION AND Diary AND Lonpon AND Pro- 
| vinctAn Law Drrecrory For 1889. Edited by J. TrusTram, 
LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. FoRTH-THIRD ANNUAL IssUE, Stevens 
| & Sons; Shaw & Sons. 

| It is not necessary to do more than notice the issue for the present 
| year of this valuable diary. In addition to the usual features it 
| contains the new Rule of Court of August, 1888, and the circular of 
| the Board of Inland Revenue, and provisions as to stamps, &c., of the 
Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1888. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
RE POOLEY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I am obliged for your notice in the Soticrrors’ JOURNAL of 
my case, decided in the Court of Appeal on the 31st of October, and 
reported in your issue of the 8rd inst. Your article rather assumes 
that the Court of Appeal was right in their decision, but I am not 
| at all sure of that, and I am now debating, and taking the opinion 
| of an eminent counsel (and not one already retained in the case), as 

to whether or not I should appeal to the House of Lords. ; 

I would first give a short history of how I came to attest a will in 
| which an authority was given to ary trustee, being a solicitor, to 
| charge the estate for business done. I knew of the decision in Le 
‘ Barber at the time, but it appeared to me a very strained interpreta- 

tion of section 15 of the Wills Act, and, if I thought anything 
further about it, it was that such an objection was very unlikely to 
| be taken by anyone connected with the trust. Well, in November, 
| 1886, I prepared the will, and in July, 1887, the testatrix died. She 





days after hex death I sent to my co-executor a copy of the will 
pected the attestation and names of witnesses (which he has 
since admitted) ; and on July 13 of the same year he requested me 


to prove alone. I did so, and in February, 1888, after all the work of 


| probate and ¢ recutorship was done » my co-executor, for the Jirst time, 
called my attention tothe fact that I had attested the will, and there- 
| fore could not charge any profit costs. 
| My bill was £55, and my co-executor said in effect to me, ‘‘ If you 
like to take £30 for profit costs in settlement you can have that ; but 
| if you refuse your bill shall be taxed on the principle laid down in 
| Re Barber.” I replied:—“I decline to take £30 in settlement at 
| your dictation; shew me what charges are improper, and I will 
consider them.”’ He did not do so, and I therefore consulted two 
Chancery counsel of good standing, who were both strongly of 
opinion that the decision in Re Barber (31 Ch. D. 665) was wrong, 
and I therefore submiited to have my bill taxed, which has been 
done with the result that the whole of it except disbursements 
(£2 10s.) has been disallowed. 

Now this case affects the whole profession, and I am contemplating 
shortly asking for subscriptions from the profession to assist me in 
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carrying the appeal up to the House of Lords. I am over £100 
out of pocket by the case so far; but I am willing to pay that. 

I should be glad to correspond with any solicitors who will write 
to me on the subject, with a view of ascertaining what would be the 
feeling of the profession as to supporting me in a further appeal. 

192, Sloane-street, S.W., 7th November. EDMUND PooLEy. 





STAMPS ON ASSIGNMENTS OF LIFE POLICIES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.j 


Sir,—The consequences of such a construction of section 19 of the 
Customs and Inland Revenue Act of last session as that which you 
suggest to be the true one must be so very serious that I venture to 
ask the writer of the article if, on mature consideration of the words 
of cn section, he still believes it will be construed in the way he 
asserts, 

He contends, unless I misread him, that until the assignment of a 
policy is stamped it is void for all purposes, so that an assignee for 
value of a policy whose assignment is unstamped or insufficiently 
stamped will be postponed to the trustee in bankruptcy of the 
assignor or to an assignee claiming under a subsequent but duly 
stamped deed, and that after the bankruptcy or execution of the later 
— the defect in the title of the earlier assignee cannot be 
cured, 

But is this the true construction of the section? May not the 
assignment be stamped, subject, of course, to the payment of the 
penalty, at any time, and when so stamped will it not take effect as 
from its date ? 

The section does not say that an assignment of a policy shall not 
pass any interest in the policy or the moneys thereby assured until it 
is stamped—it provides what, I take it, is totally different, that until 
so stamped it shall confer no right to sue or to give a discharge; yet 
surely an interest passes to the assignee which will have priority over 
that taken by any subsequent assignee, and with which the right to 
sue and give a discharge will, upon the assignment being stamped, 
coalesce. 

If this be not so, I suppose the only prudent plan will be to get 
the adjudication stamp affixed to every assignment of a policy, a 
course [ am much inclined to adopt in the case of all assignments of 
policies assuring large sums, even if my own view of the effect of the 
section be the true one. H. 

Hereford, Nov. 5. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 


NoTIcE To SoLIcIroRs AND OTHERS ATTENDING Mr. JUSTICE 
CHITTY IN CHAMBERS. 


On and after Monday, the 12th of November, 1888, Mr. Justice 
Chitty will hear applications in chambers as follows :— 

On Monday, the 12th of November, 1888, and on every Monday 
during the sittings of the High Court, the judge will sit from 10.30 
a.m, till 4 p.m., and will hear adjournments from Divisions I., IL., 
and III. of his chambers in the following order :— 

Division I., Mr. Burney. 

Division II., Mr. Hawkins. 

Division III., Mr. Crowder. 
His lordship will sit in his court. 
November 1. 


By ORDER. 


COUNTY COURTS. 


I, the Right Honourable HarpincE STANLEY, BARON HA.spury, 
Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do, under the powers vested 
in me by the County Court Rules, 1886, hereby order that the offices 
of the County Courts may be closed on the 24th, the 26th, and 27th 
days of December, 1888. 

Given under my hand this 24th day of October, 1888. 

Hatssoury, C. 








We are informed that there will, before Christmas, be an election by the 
Council of Legal Education to all the Professorships—viz., in Jurispru- 
dence, including International Law, Public and Private and Constitutional 
Law, and Legal History ; in Roman Law; in Equity; in the Law of Real 
and Personal Property; in Common Law. The Council have power to 
reappoint any of the present professors, but they will be glad to receive, at 
the office of the Council at Lincoln’s Inn Hall, the names of any other 
gentlemen who are desirous of being appointed. 





CASES OF THE WEEK.* 
Court of Appeal. 


Re TURCAN—No. 2, 1st November. 


Marriace SetrLeEmMENt—Covenant TO Serre AFrTER-ACQUIRED PROPERTY 
— Vauipity — Divisismity—Pvusiic Poticy—ProrertTy ACQUIRED BY 
Purcuase—Procerps or Poricy or AssuRANCE—PoLiIcyY sUBJECT TO 
CoNDITION THAT IT SHOULD NOT BE ASSIGNABLE. 


In this case questions arose as to the validity and effect of a covenant in 
a marriage settlement to settle after-acquired property of the husband. 
By the settlement the husband assigned specified personal estate 
to the trustees, upon the trusts thereby declared, and he covenanted with 
the trustees that, in case he should, during the marriage, become entitled 
to any other property by devise, bequest, purchase, or otherwise, he would 
assign it to the trustees, upon the trusts declared by the settlement. After 
the execution of the settlement the husband effected two policies of 
insurance for £1,000 and £500 in the event of his death by accident, and 
a third policy for £500 on his lifein the ordinary way. The £1,000 policy 
contained a condition that the policy ‘‘should not be assignable in any 
case whatever.’’ The husband died from an accident, and the amounts of 
the three policies were paid to his executor. The question was whether the 
proceeds of the policies were bound by the above covenant. The Vice- 
Chancellor of the Palatine Court held that the proceeds of the policies 
were bound by the covenant. It was urged that the covenant was bad as 
against public policy, on the ground that it was too wide, and also that the 
proceeds of the policies were not included among the things specified in the 
covenant. It was also urged that the condition against the assignment of 
the £1,000 policy prevented that policy from being affected by the cove- 
nant to settle after-acquired property. 

Tue Covrr (Corton, Fry, and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corton, L.J., said that, even if a court of equity would refuse to compel 
the performance of a general covenant to settle all the after-acquired 
property of the covenantor, such a covenant was divisible, and if, in 
addition to the general terms, particular classes of property were men- 
tioned, the covenant would be enforced as regarded the particular classes 
of property mentioned. In the present case the proceeds of the policies 
came within the description of property acquired by the settlor “‘ by pur- 
chase,’’ and they were, therefore, bound by the covenant. The condition 
against the assignment of the policy for £1,000 did not prevent the settlor 
from declaring that he was a trustee of the proceeds of the policy for the 
trustees of the settlement. The object of the condition was only to 
exclude the operation of the Act 30 & 31 Vict. c. 144, and to prevent tho 
policy from being legally assignable. Lixpiey and Bowen, L.JJ., con- 
curred.—CounseL, Henn Collins, Q.C., and Hughes; Neville, Q.C., and 
P. O. Lawrence. Soxicrrons, Torr § Co. ; Yeates, Hart, § Co. 


THE LONDON, CHATHAM, AND DOVER RAILWAY CO. v. THE SOUTH-EASTERN 
RAILWAY CO.—No. 2, 6th November. 


Rartway Company—Trarric AGREEMENT—ARBITRATION OLAvsE—JURISDIC- 
TION OF Court—Ramway Compantes ARBITRATION Act, 1859 (22 & 
Vict. c. 59) ss. 4, 26. 

This action related to a dispute between the two companies as to the 
construction of a traffic agreement, and the preliminary question arose, 
whether the jurisdiction of the court was ousted by an arbitration clause 
contained in the agreement. Section 2 of the Railway Companies Arbitra- 
tion Act, 1859, provides that ‘‘ any two or more railway companies, from 
time to time, by writing under their respective common seals, may agree 
to refer and may refer to arbitration, in accordance with this Act, any then 
existing or future differences, questions, or other matters whatsoever in 
which they then are or thereinafter shall be mutually interested, and which 
they might lawfully settle or dispose by agreement between themselves.”’ 
Section 4 provides that ‘‘ every reference or agreement in accordance with 
this Act, except so far as it is from time to time revoked or modified in 
accordance with this Act, shall bind the companies, and may and shall be 
carried into full effect.’’ And by section 26 ‘‘ Full effect shall be given by 
all the superior courts and by the companies respectively, and 
otherwise, to all agreements, references, arbitrations, and awards iv 
accordance with this Act.’’ The ement contained a provision that 
‘* All questions and matters in dispute between the two companies, for the 
settlement of which by the referee special provision is not otherwise herein 
made, shall be referred and be determined as provided by the Railway 
Companies Arbitration Act, 1859.” The defendants, by their statement of 
defence, took the objection, that this clause, taken in conjunction with the 
above sections of the Act, ousted the jurisdiction of the court. The objection 
was not insisted upon before Kekewich, J., and he heard and decided the 
case on its merits. In the Court of Appeal the objection was raised on 
behalf of the defendants. Watford and Rickmansworth Railway Co. v. 
London and North-Western Railway Co, (L. R.8 Eq. 231) and Caledonian Rail- 
way Co. v. Greenock and Wemyss Bay Railway Co, (L. R. 2 Sc. App. 347) 
were cited. ’ 

Tuk Court (Corron, Lixpiey, and Bowen, L.JJ.) held that the objec- 
tion could not now be maintained. Corron, L.J., said that, under the 
above sections of the Act, the court was compelled to give effect to an 
agreement for arbitration, if either of the parties insisted on it. But the 
jurisdiction of the court was not ousted, if the — had once consented 
to proceed with the action. The defendants did not insist on the arbitra- 


* These cases are specially reported for the SoLicrrors’ JouRNAL by barristers 
appointed in the different courts. 
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tion clause before Kekewich, J., but allowed the action to be tried in the 
ordinary way, and it was now too late for them to take the objection. In 
the cases cited the agreement to refer to arbitration had been insisted on 
from the first. Linptey and Bowen, L.JJ., concurred—Covnsgt, Sir 
R. E. Webster, A.G., Seward Brice, QC., and C. 7. Mitchell ; Sir H. 
Davey, Q.C., Romer, Q.C., Pope, Q.C., and Haldane. Soutcirors, W. R. 
Stevens; C. & 8S. Harrison § Co. 





Re BALL, SLATTERY +. BALL—No. 2, 2nd November. 
Witt—Constrvuctrion—" Dig witnovr LEAVING Issvz.”’ 


This was an appeal from adecision of North, J. (31 Soxrcrrors’ Jovrnat, | 
575, 36 Ch. D. 508). A testator bequeathed the residue of his per- 
sonal estate to trustees, on trust for sale and conversion, and to invest the 
proceeds of sale as therein mentioned, and out of the income to pay to the 
testator’s wife during her life an annuity of £1,000, and to pay the residue 
of the income to the testator’s son K. for his life; and in case K. should 
marry and have children lawfully begotten, the whole of the interest of | 
the trust estate should, after the death of K., go to the use of his first son | 
lawfully to be begotten and the heirs male of his body; aud in default of 
such issue to the use of the other sons of K., and the heirs male of their 
bodies successively; and in default of such issue the whole of the 
interest of the trust estate should go to and for the use of | 
W. R. B. and the heirs male of his body, and in case he should | 
die ‘‘ without leaving issue male lawfully to be begotten,’ the 
interest of the trust estate should go to J. B. and the heirs male 
of his body lawfully to be begotten according to priority of birth. The 
testator died in 1809, and his widow died in 1832. W. kK. B. died in 1844, 
having had only one child, a son, who died in 1841 an infant. K. died in 
1874 without having had any child. J. B. died in 1556. The defendant 
was cue of his sons. The plaintiff was one of the next of kinof W.R.B, 
who had died intestate. North, J., held that the words ‘‘die without 
leaving issue ’’ could not be construed ‘‘ die without having had issue,’’ 
nud that the gift over to J. B. took effect. His lordship declined to | 
follow the decision of Bacon, V.C., in White v. Hight (12 Ch. D. 751), | 
which, he said, was the only case in which the word “leaving ’’ had been | 
construed ‘‘ having had,’’ with the result merely of altering the event | 
upon which the divesting of a gift previously vested was to teke effect. 

Tur Covrr (Corron, Lixpiey, and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, 
taking the same view of Witte v, ight, which they said must be treated | 
as overruled.—Covnset, Kenyon Parker ; Crachanthorpe, QC.. and Dauney. | 
Soiiciroxs, Parker, Garrett, § Parker ; R. C. Hanrott. 





RESULTS OF APPEALS. 

Covrr or Arreat No. 1, | 

Nov. 2.—Exz porte Ross, Re Cripps (36 W. R. 845, 32 Soxicrroxs’ Journat, | 
610),—Appeal compromised, subject to consent of committee of inspec- | 
tion. } 
a sales tester | 


High Court—Chancery Division | 
Re THE MAXIM WESTERN ELECTRIC CO. (LIM.)—Kay, J., 7th November. | 


| 
Practice—Comrany—Repuction or CarirAL—ApricAaTION ror LEAVE TO 
DisrENSE WITH THE Worps ‘‘ AND Repucep’? UntiL THE HERING OF THE | 
Prrition—Evipence—Comvanies Act, 1867, s. 10. | 
This was an ex parte application for leave to dispense with the words 
“and reduced ’’ until the hearing of the petition, and that the petition 
might be placed in the paper by a short day without advertisements, and 
without a certificate of creditors. The petition was in the ordinary form, 
and arked for confirmation of the special resolution for reduction of capital, 
and that the use of the words ‘‘ and reduced’ might be dispensed with. | 


It was stated in the petition that the proposed reduction of capital did not | 
involve a diminution of any liability in respect of unpaid capital or the 
payment to any shareholder of any paid-up capital. No affidavit was 
produced in support of the application, and it was stated that no evidence 
was usually required in such cases. 

Kay, J., said that he could not make such an order without evidence. 
An affidavit verifying the petition must be filed, and the matter mentioned 
to him again. 1t would not be sufficient to produce the affidavit to the 
registrar.—CovnseL, Gazdar. Soxicitors, Gresham & Davies. 


Re THE DUNDEE SUBURBAN RAILWAY C0.—Kay, J 
24th October and 3rd November. 


PracticE—InxoumentT oO Orders or oTHER Covurts—Orver or Scorcu 
Covrt—JvRispicTioN—JUbGMENTS Extension Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vicr. 
c. 54), 8. 3. 

The Court of Session in Edinburgh made an interim Act and decree 
sequestrating the estate of the company, appointing a judicial factor, 
and ordering one Strousberg to deliver up the books of the company. 
Strousberg was in London, and did not comply with the decree, so a 
petition of course, addressed to the Lord Chancellor, was presented by 
the company and their judicial factor, and an order was made thereon by 
the registrar directing inro!ment of the decree in the Chancery Division. 
Oa motion to vacate the order, 

Kay, J., seid that the decree did not come within the Judgments | 
Extension Act, 1868, as it was not an order for payment of debts, 
damages, or costs There was no statute which authorized the inrol- 
ment cf such a decree, and it appeared on inquiry in the registrar's 
cflice that there was no custom or practice of the kind. There was uc 
power to order the inrolment and it must be vacated.—Covnsz1, A’sxap 





Young; Marten, Q.C., and A. J. Chitty. Soxrcrrors, Cuddon ¢ Co. ; 
Linklater & Co. 


BOURNEMOUIH COMMISSIONERS v. HOLDEN—Chitty, J., 2nd November. 
Pracrice—Costs—Morion sTANDING OVER UNTIL TRIAL OF ACTION, 


In this case, a motion for an interim injunction having by arrangement 
been ordered to stand over until trial of the action, a question was raised 
as to whether euch an order was right when it was intended that the ques. 
tion of the costs of the motion should be left entirely open or whether the 
order should mention costs. ; 

Curry, J., said that when a motion was arranged to stand over, if the 
order made was ‘‘no order except costs of motion to be costs in action,” 
then the motion was disposed of and its costs were provided for. Butvery 
often a different point arose in the action from what was involved in the 
motion, such as whether the motion ought to have been made or not, and 
the order, therefore, made on the motion was that the motion should stand 
over until the trial, and it was not only unnecessary, but improper, specially 
to reserve costs.—CounseL, Romer, Q.C., and Vernon 2. Smith ; G. Harris 
Lea. Soutcrrors, Lovell, Son, & Pitfield, for H. § W. H. Druitt, Bourne. 
mouth ; Brighten § Leman. 


FARRAND v. THE YORKSHIRE BANKING CO.—North, J., 6th November. 


MonrtGaGe—Prioriry—PostroneMENT oF Fiest Equirante MortGAGge To 
SEconD—NEGLIGENCE—OmissiIoNn TO INQUIRE FoR TitLe Degps. 


The question in this case was whether a second equitable mortgagee, (in 
point of date) was entitled to priority over the first equitable mortgagee, 
on the ground that the latter had been guilty of negligence in not obtain- 
ing possession of the title deeds. In July, 1860, the plaintiffs’ testator 
lent £200 to the mortgagor, to enable him to pay the purchase-money of 
some copyhold property which he had contracted to purchase. He at the 
same time agreed in writing that, so soon as he should be admitted tenant 
of the property, he would execute and pass a proper mortgage surrender 
of the property in favour of the testator, if the debt should be then 
unpaid, and that he would, on receipt of the title deeds relating to the 
property, hand them over to the testator for the purpose of preparing the 


| mortgage surrender. The purchase was completed, and the mortgagor 


was admitted tenant to the property in August, 1860. He did not carry 
out his agreement with the testator, but in August, 1861, he deposited the 
deeds with the defendants to secure the balance of his current account, 


| executing a memorandum of deposit in their favour. The bank had no 


notice of the testator’s charge. The testator died in 1863. Neither he 
nor the plaintifis made any inquiry after the title deeds, which remained 
in the possession of the bank. In January, 1884, the plaintiffs gave the 
bank notice of their charge. Interest had been paid on the plaintiffs’ 
mortgage down to October, 1882. The bank claimed priority over the 
plaintiffs, on the ground that they and the testator, by their negligence in 
not obtaining possession of the deeds, had enabled the mortgagor to 
obtain money from the bank in the belief that they had a good first 
mortgage. It was argued on behalf of the plaintiffs that a first equitable 
mortgagee would not be postponed to a second, unless the former had 
been guilty of negligence amounting to fraud. Northern Counties of Eng- 
land Fire Insurance Co. v. Whipp (28 Soricrtors’ Jovrnar, 429, 26 Ch. D. 
182), Maxfield v. Burton (L. R. 17 Eg. 15), Mumford v. Stohwasser (L. R. 18 
Eq. 556), and cther cases were cited. 

Nortn, J., held that the first mortgagee must be postponed to the 
second. He said that, if the equities of two equitable mortgagees were 
not equal, the priority in date of the one who had the lesser equity could 
easily be got over. The bank were induced to make the advance to the 
mortgagor, and to continue his account for twenty-two years, simply 


| because the testator made no inquiry about the deeds, and thus enabled 


the mortgagor to represent to the bank that the property was unincum- 


| bered. In Lloyds’ Banking Co. v. Jones (29 Ch. D. 221) Pearson, J., said 


(at p. 229), ‘*The doctrine of this court has always been that, where 
there are equities which are otherwise equal’’ (that meant equal except in 


| date), ‘‘ the possession of the deeds gives priority to the person who has 
| gotthem.’’ The plaintiffs’ counsel had relied on Northern Counties, §c., 


(o. v. Whipp as shewing that nothing short of negligence amounting to 
fraud would deprive a legal mortgagee of his priority, and had argued 
that by parity of reasoning the same principle must apply as between 
equitable mortgagees. But the distinction could not be better stated 
than it was by Cotton L.J., in National Provincial Bank of England v. 
Jackson (33 Ch. D., at p. 13), ‘As between equitable claims the question 
is whether one party has acted in such a way as to justify him in 
insisting on his equity as against the other.’? The present case was very 
like Rice v. Rice (2 Drew. 73).—Counsg1, Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and 4. 
Brown ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Wiglesworth. Soxicirors, Emmet, Son, § 
Stubbs ; Ridsdale § Son. 


Re HOLLOWAY, HOLLOWAY v. HOLLOWAY—North, J., 3lst October. 
Witt—Construction—Imptiep Power ror Trustegs To Sgei~u Reau 
EsTaTE—DiscreTionaky Power To Invest Estate. 

The question in this case was, whether the trustees and executors of a 
will had power to sell the testator’s real estate. The testator devised and 
bequeathed the residue of his estate und effects to his trustees and execu- 
tors, upon certain trusts for the benefit of his wife, his children, and their 


children. The testator had carried on business in partnership, and there 
| was a direction in the will that it should be lawful for the trustees, at 
| their absolute and uncontrolled discretion, ‘‘ to continue the whole or any 
part of my estate at all times and from time to time in the firm of Holle- 
way Brothers, or their successors or assigns, or to invest, re-invest, 
» ¢ and lend any part of my estate to them, on such terms as the said trustees 
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shall, at such discretion as aforesaid, think proper, without any personal 
liability for the safety of such investment.’”’ It was argued that, from the 
power to invest and lend avy part of the estate to the firm, there must 
necessarily be implied a power to sell the real estate, Re Cooke’s Contract 
(4 Ch. D. 454) and Affleck v. James (17 Sim. 121) being cited. 

Nortu, J., held that there was not an implied power to sell the real 
estate. He said that in 4 fleck v. James and in Cornick v. Pearce (7 Ha. 
477) there was a direct trust for the investment of the testator’s estate. In 
the present case there was only a discretionary power given to the trustees, 
if they should think fit, to invest any part of the estate in the firm for the 
benefit of the persons who took under the will. It was only a power to 
the trustees, if they should think it for the benefit of their cestuis que 
trustent, to invest any part of the estate in a mode in which they could not 
otherwise have invested it. If there had been a trust to invest the whole 
estate his lordship would have followed the above cases. But it was quite 
different when there was a mere power to invest, no express power to con- 
vert real estate being given.—CovunsxL, Dundas Gardiner ; H. C. Deane. 
Soricitors, Edwin Hughes ; Morley § Shirreff. 


GOSLINGS v. TRITTON—North, J., 2nd November. 
R. 8. C., XVII, 4—Cuance or Parties ny Bankrurtcy—RgTENTION oF 
Bankrupt ror Purroses or Discovery. 


This action was brought against two defendants. The first defendant 
was adjudicated a bankrupt, and the plaintiffs obtained an order to carry 
on the proceedings against the original defendants and the trustee in the 
bankruptcy of the first defendant. This order contained a recital that, not- 
withstanding the bankruptcy, the plaintiffs required discovery from the 
first defendant. The first defendant moved to discharge the order, on the 
ground that he could not be retained as a defendant for the mere purpose 
of discovery. Rule 4 of order 17 provides that, ‘‘ where, by reason of (inder 
alia) bankruptcy, . . . it becomes necessary or desirable that any person not 
already a party should be made a party, . an order that the pro- 
ceedings shall be carried on between the continuing parties and such 
new party or parties may be obtained ex parte.’’ 

Nortn, J., held that the order must be amended by directing that the 
proceedings should be carried on only agsinst the trustee in the 
bankruptcy and the second defendant. He said there might be cuses (such 
as fraud, or the case of a bankrupt who had obtained his discharge) in 
which the original defendant might bs retained, but discovery was not a 
rufficient ground for retaining him.—CovunseL, Cozens-Hardy, Q C., and 
Swinfen Eady ; Crackanthorpe, Q.C0., and Cordery. Soxicrtors, Nash, Field, 
& Withers ; Woodroffe § Burgess. 


Re GEORGE F. BROOKE & CO. (LIM.)—North, J., 5th November. 
Company — WinpInG-tp Petition — Costs —Two Pertitions—S Econp 
PerITION PRESENTED WITH Notice or First. 


The question in this case was whether, there having been two petitions 
for the winding up of a company, and an order having been made to con- 
tinue the voluntary winding up under the supervision of the court, the 
second petitioner was entitled to his costs. On making the supervision 
order North, J., directed that, in case the second petitioner’s solicitor 
should state to the registrar that, before he presented the second petition, 
he had no notice of the presentation of the first, one order should be made 
on both the petitions, providing for the costs of both. On the drawing 
up of the order the second petitioner’s solicitor appeared before the 
registrar, and stated that, when he took the second petition to the Senior 
Registrar’s Department for presentation, he was informed that the first 
petition had been already presented, and that previously to that he had no 
knowledge of it. No costs had been incurred since, except the costs of 
the appearance of the second petitioner at the hearing to ask for his costs. 
Under these circumstances the registrar, before completing the order, 
desired that the matter should be mentioned to the court. Counsel 
pointed out to the court that, according to the present practice, a solicitor 
on presenting a winding-up petition would necessarily receive notice of 
any petition previously presented. : 

Nortu, J., held that, ander the circumstances, tke second petitioner 
was entitled to his costs.—CovunseL, Cczens-Hardy, Q.C. Soxicrrors, 
Birchall, Wood, § Co.; C. W. Taylor. 


Re IRISH, IRISH v. IRISH—North, J., 2ad November. 


SaLe or Testator’s Bustngss ny Court—Busingss CARRIED ON BY MANA- 
GER—RESTRAINING MANAGER FROM CARRYING ON SimiLaR Busingss. 


The question in this case was whether, on the sale of the goodwill of the 
business of a testator under the orderof the court inan administration action, 
the manager by whom it had, under a prior order, been carried on for ten 
years for the benefit of an infant, with a view to the infant’s being able 
to take to it himself on his attaining twenty-one, could be restrained from 
carrying on a similar business with the customers of the testator’s business. 
It was now considered beneficial for the infant that the business should be 
sold, and an offer for its purchase had been made. One of the conditions 
on which the proposed purchaser insisted was, that the manager ‘‘ should 
be precluded and restrained from canvassing or soliciting orders from, or 
doing business with, the present customers of the business, and that satis- 
factory security should be given tbat he would be so precluded and 
restrained.’”? A summons was taken out, which was treated as a motion, 
to restrain the manager from soliciting orders or doing business with 
customers of the firm. : 

Nortu, J., refused the motion. He said that he knew of no case in 
which a person not under any covenant, who had been employed by a pri- 
vate individual to carry on business, had been restrained on the sale of 





that business from carrying on business on his own behalf. There was no 
difference between a person employed by a private firm anda person so 
employed under the order of the court, except that the court had a sum- 
mary jurisdiction over its own officers.—Cowunse., Cozms- Hardy, Q.C., and 
Birrell; R. W. Ingham; Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and Upjohn. Soxtcrrors, 
H. M. Dilston ; Sismey § Sismey ; Clarke, Woodcock, § Ryland. 


HOWARD v, HILL—Kekewich, J., 3lst October. 


Proxy—Evxction or Orricer or Votuntary Institutron—Date or Evec- 
TION LEFT IN BLANK AT Time or Execution nut Fititep ve AFTERWARDS— 
VALIDITY. 


This was an action relating to the election of an ophthalmic surgeon at 
the Glamorganshire and Monmouthshire Infirmary, an institution conduct- 
ing its operations at Cardiff. By the rules of the institution it is provided 
that the governors may vote by proxy at the election of the honorary 
medical staff; and the question on which the case turned was as to the 
sufficiency of certain proxies given under the following circumstances: On 
the 10th of November 1886, a resolution was duly passed altering the rules 
so as to enable the governors to add to the ordinary medical staff an oph- 
thalmic surgeon, and a notice inviting applications to be sent in by the 4th 
of December, 1886, was accordingly issued. Mr. Ensor, one of the plantiffs, 


\ canvassed the governors and obtained from many of them proxies which 


were intended to be used in his favour. A Mr. Cant also canvassed the 
governors, but, finding himself in a minority, did not send in an application 
for the post or take any further steps to obtain the appointment. On the 
10th of December Mr. Ensor received the following letter from thesecretary : 
‘Tam directed by the committee to return your original testimonials and state 
that, inasmuch as only one application for the post of ophthalmic surgeon 
has been received, no action in the matter can be taken at present.’’ The 
committee, in breach of one of the rules, neglected to forthwith call a 
special general meeting of the governors with reference to the election ; 
and the matter was considered at the annual meeting of the governors on 
the 26th of January, 1887, when it was resolved that a meeting for the 
purpose of the appointment should be held within three months. A notice 
inviting applications was issued by the secretary, by order of the committee, 
on the 19th of February, 1887. Applications were sent in by two candidates, 
the plaintiff Mr. Ensor, and Mr. J. Tatham Thompson, one of the defen- 
dante. Onthe 14th of April, 1887, a special general meeting was held for the 
purpose of electing an ophthalmic surgeon ; 140 proxies (which if accepted 
would have turned the scale in Mr. Ensor’s favour) were rejected by the 
chairman of this meeting on the ground that they were signed in November 
and December, 1886 (the date of election being left in blank but filled up 
afterwards) and were given to be used in an election between Ensor and 
Cant, and not in an election between Ensor and Thompson; and Mr. 
Thompson was elected as ophthalmic surgeon. The plaintiffs contended 
that the proxies ought to have been allowed, and claimed a declaration 
that Mr. Ensor was duly elected as ophthalmic surgeon, or in the alternative 
that Mr. Thompson’s election was invalid. 

Kekewicn, J., said that, in his opinion, the rejection of these proxies 
was valid. This was important because if they had been accepted Mr. 
Ensor would have had a majority over Mr. Thompson. In no institution, 
voluntary or otherwise, was there a right to vote by proxy, except where 
it was given by the rules or instrument of settlement. Here it was given 
by the rules. A form of proxy was also given, but it was merely 
suggestive and not binding; and any other clearly-worded form would 
bave sufficed. The proxies in this case were given to a person that he 
might exercise his discretion at a particular election, and say which of the 
candidates ought to be elected to the important office of ophthalmic 
surgeon. The proxy was not intended to be held for an immeasurable 
time. The whole idea was, that it was to be a delegation of authority for 
a particular purpose—in this case for the election then in contemplation 
and no other. The day when the proxies were signed, not the date of the 
actual election, was the important one, and here the date was a matter 
of substance and not of form, as in Ez parte Lancaster (5 Ch. D. 911). 
The persons who gave the proxies intended that they should be used at 
the election then in contemplation, but which never took place. The 
plaintiffs’ case failed, and the defendants were entitled to judgment.— 
Counsel, Barber, Q.C., and Herbert Brown; Warmington, Q.0., and 
Warrington. Soxrtcrrors, Tatham, Son, § Lousada; Torr, Janeways, Gibbdie, 
& Oddie. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
GILBART v. WANDSWORTH BOARD OF WORKS—2nd November. 


Merroro.tis—StreetT—GeENBRAL Ling or Burtpincs—Maurroroiis MANAGE- 
mENT Act, 1862, s. 75. 


In this case the appellant had erected a house at the corner of a new 
street, called Sugden-road, and as part of the line of such street, but 
projecting beyond the certified general building line of Olapham-road. 
Application having been made for a demolition order under the 75th 
section of the Metropolis Management Act, 1862, the magistrate found 
that the certificate of the architect as to the general building line of 
Clapham-road was good, and also ‘‘that the said building was within 
fifty feet of the line, and that it was situate within that highway.” He 
also found that the site or piece of land on which the house or shop ‘in 
question ’’ was built was situate in the street, place, or row of houses in 
the road ‘‘called Clapham-road.”” Upon these findings it was argued 
for the appellant that the house was in fact situate in Sugden-road, and 
not within Clapham-road; that the magistrate had no jurisdiction to 
order the demolition of such house, and the judgment of Lord Bram- 
well in Barlow v. St. Mary Abbot's Vestry (34 W. BR. 521) was relied on. 
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Tue Covrt (Lord Corrniner, C.J., and Cavz, J.) held that the magis- | decision. Lord Esner, M.R., said that the law was clearly laid down 
trate bad jurisdiction. Lord Coreniner, C.J., said that it was difficult to | in Culombine v. Penhall (1 Sm. & G. 228) and Bulmer v. Hunter (L. R. 8 Eq. 
see what difference there was between the site and the house built upon | 46). In the former case Stuart, V.C., said ‘‘ Where there is evidence of 
it. The argument went to this extent, that it was lawful for builders to | an intent to defeat and delay creditors, and to make the celebration of a 
erect at right angles to a high road, the building line of which had been |; marriage part of a scheme to protect property against the rights of 
ascertained, any number of parallel streets projecting beyond that | creditors, the consideration of marriage could not support such a settle. 
building line. That would destroy all the benefit of the legislation on | ment.’’ And in the latttr case Malins, V.C., said, ‘‘ It is clearly my 
the subject. It was true that the learned lords in the case cited had said | opinion that a marriage got up for the purpose of defrauding a man’s 
that a house may be situate in two streets and yet in fact may belong to | creditors, when the intended wife is a party to the fraud, will not be 
only one of them, and is not to be pulled down as offending against the | supported.’’ There was no question of the marriage being set aside; the 
building line of another street in which a portion of it is, because in good | only question was as to the settlement. Cave, J., had come to the con- 
sense, and for all structural and architectural purposes, it is part of the clusion that the only object of the marriage was, under cover of the 
other street. That was not so in this case, and the authority cited was, in | relation of husband and wife, to put the husband's property out of the 
fact, against the appellant. Cave, J., was of the same opinion.—CocnszL, | reach of his creditors, If that conclusion of fact was right, it was a 
R. O. B. Lane ; Meadows White, Q.C., and Earle, Soxicrrors, Corsellis § | fraud on the creditors, and the settlement was void, although the marriage 
Mossop; W. H. Young. | was not. In his lordship’s opinion this conclusion was justified by the 
| evidence, and that brought the case directly within the law laid down in 

the two cases above mentioned, and the settlement could not be main- 

. se | tained. Fry, L.J., said that the mere fact that a settlement had to the 

High Court—Probate, &c,, Division. | knowledge of the parties the effect of defeating creditors wos not make 

; : = is | it void. The question was whether, within the words of the statute, it 

ABDREWS (ctherwise ROSE) v. ROSS—6th November. | was executed vith intent to hinder creditors. That was a question of 

Nvuity or Marrrace—Proumitep Decrers—Deceasep Wire's Sister— | fact, and he entirely agreed in the conclusion arrived at by Cave, J, 

KNow ence or Disaniiry—Lorp Lynpuvrst’s Act (5 & 6 Witt. 4, c. | Lorrs, L.J., concurred.—CovunseEx, Cooper Willis, Q.C., and @. H. Turner ; 
54), 8s. 2—Divorce Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85), s. 22. | Sidney Woolf, Soxtcrrors, J. G. Shearman ; Stibbard, Gibson, § Co. 


This was a suit for a declaration that the marriage solemnized between 
the petitioner and the respondent was null and void, on the ground that | 
the petitioner was the sister of the respondent’s deceased wife, and was | oe 9 eee 
tried before Butt, J., without a jury. The respondent had entered no Solicitors’ Cases. 
appearance. The respondents first marriage took place in 1871, the 
petitioner being present. In 1876, shortly after the first wife’s death, a 
marriage between the petitioner and respondent was solemnized at 
Lambeth Church. The petitioner was examined, and admitted that she 
was fully aware of the invalidity of the marriage, but that she and the 
respondent had been married in the hope that, in the event of an altera- 
tion in the law, all such marriages would be declared valid by an Act of | ~ y 
Parliament. By section 2 of Lord Lyndhurst’s Act, ‘‘ all marriages which LAW STUDENTS JO URNAL. 
shall hereafter be celebrated between persons within the prohibited THE PRELIMINARIES. 
pm hp mec ey ay oe Se ey oe ee ee oe Preliminary Bar Examinations were held on the 27th of October and 
whatsoever. _ sstedegge Me 
eek. Saving atthe hearing expressed a doubt whether the respondent, the 3rd of November, and will be continued throughout this month. The 
having got through the ceremony with fll nowleige of its invalidity, | a re ea a eee 
He pointed out that tho gulitienne cornet eae bell of the oe saw given in the two former. The object of this examination being merely to 
between herself and the respondent, but must also be taken to have been | test whether the candidate has received a liberal education, the council 
fully cogainant of any impropriety ot legality attending the mr Te en. Mae eat hepato ston” 
ih Cian a Doha one pea Aged . aa ey = Latin no prescribed books are set vat a ar rl is yee aed to 
ed to act, she e suffered to ge ; ? + dae “ 
= of the een into which she had voueienty eaterel. It was clear, | femter wf de anes om + ry Med igi | pony 4 he ag = 
owever t Miles v. Chilton (1 8 3: ; . oe a ¥. 
Ecclesiastical Courts hed Salado tana gee gone Beg Pt a the questions in history were of the usual character—the provisions of a 
nounced the marriage between the parties in the present case to be null | few statutes, the history of the Court of Star Chamber and the matters 
and void, acting with reference to contracts of marriage upon considera- ee it _ oe - oo —_ _— — a porte 
— — or a _— which a be arya to pope — jus od +90 Ansel cading statesmen. q ’ ’ 
racts. Section 22 of the Divorce Act, 1857, provided that in all suits an “ Be ag s208 . er 
proceedings, other than suits to diesolve a marriage, the court established ‘ On turning to the Preliminary Solicitors’ Examination, held on October 
By the Ack should prooed and ct end give reli on pencipleg and roles, | 34 and 35 be, Gnd «mach eset Pree oo Tangenges on Tate 
onforma n ’ » OF, 
Ecclesiastical p, Mise and Gesaiies he cond tla te culaetior of the alternative, one language, with algebra and Euclid. The history paper 
So ee a ee een een Galati, a matings | ST aaa, tabi: 3 gatas tot, Conte, @ elven io given toes Vag 
nd vwoid.—Covnset, C. A. . 2 8, dd, D . : . 
Lamb. Bi aes —e eats oe a © and other authors. In Latin and French prescribed authors are not now 
set, and the severity of the examination is consequently increased. In 
: French, besides extracts from Aubigné and Racine, — is a i in 
. . = grammar. For candidates who chose mathematics in lieu of a language 
Bankruptcy Cases, fairly stiff papers were ready in elementary algebra and Euclid. The 
Ez parte PENNINGTON, Re PENNINGTON—C.A. No. 1, 2nd November. Euclid consisted chiefly of propositions from Book I., including, however, 
Waeavutuns Dexp—Inrant ro Hower Cxuprrons—Sermme Asis Ants: | © rider, two propositions from Book II., while the three remaining ques- 


Tooms, Gareth Bese c. 5. tions were from the Third and Fourth Books. 














SOLICITOR STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 
Noy. 5.—Gerorce Oastter OrowrTHer. 











This was an appeal by a wife from an order made by Cave, J., at the ss asi paces cieaieainis 
instance of iu toutes in her husband’s bankruptcy, setting aside LAW SIfUDENTS’ SOCIETIES, 
an ante-nuptial settlement made by the bankrupt of his property, Unitep Law Socrery.—At the annual meeting of the above society, 
on the ground that it was executed with intent to hinder his credi- | held at the Inner Temple Lecture Hall, on Monday, the 15th ult., the 
tors. The settlement was executed in October, 1886; the adjudi- | following were elected as the officers for the ensuing year :—Chairman, 
cation of bankruptcy took place in March, 1887. The bankrupt | Mr. A. K. Common; vice-chairman, Mr. C. W. Williams; secretary, Mr. 
had made a promise to marry his wife in August, 1883, but the marriage | John R. Yates; treasurer, Mr. C. W. Rawlinson; editor, Mr. Herman W. 
did not take place till October, 1886. He had occasionally had | Marcus; reporter, Mr. F. Minchin Voules; secretary for societies in 
immoral relations with her before the marriage, but she said that there had | nnion, Mr. D. McMillan ; new ex-officio members of the committee, Messrs. 
been no such intimacy for two years before the marriage. She admitted | M. R. Aiyangar, G. W. Edmonds, W. S. Sherrington, and Richard 
in her examination that she did not particularly care for the marriage, and | Watson; secretary of the Legal Correspondence Department, Mr. A. M. 
she said that she knew there was a judgment against her husband, and | Lazarus; auditors, Messrs. F. A. Wood and D’Arcy B. Collyer. 
that she married him that he might have something left for his old age. Oct. 28.—Mr. F. A. Wood moved: ‘‘ That greater facilities should be 
At the time of the marriage the bankrupt was unable to pay his debts, | granted for obtaining a divorce.’’ The following spoke :—For the motion 
and the wife stated that she was at the time well acquainted with his | —Messrs. Lazarus, Moyle, and Voules. Against—Messrs. Vidler, Strick- 
affairs. Oave, J., came to the conclusion on the evidence that the parties | land, Aiyangar, Common, Kains-Jackson, Gilbert, Clifton, and Yates. 
had not the slightest desire to marry each other for the ordinary reasons | The opener having replied, the motion was put to the House, and lost by 
which actuate people who take upon themselves that position, but that | ten votes. 
their only object was, under cover of the relationship of husband and wife, Nov. 5.—The following members were elected to represent the society 
to put the property out of the reach of the husband’s creditors. Under | in the newly-formed articled clerks’ department to watch over the interests 
such circumstances there could be no doubt that the ante-nuptial settle- | of articled clerks :—Secretary of the department, Mr. Gilbert ; member of 
* ment was void. the department, Mr. F, Minchin Voules. Mr. D. McMillan is ex-officio 
Tux Oovrt (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Fry and Lorzs, U.JJ,) affirmed the | member of the department. Representatives will also be elected by the 
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country societies. Mr. J.S. Green, M.A., was elected to the new [post of 
honorary standing adviser. Mr. W. 8. Sherrington, M.A., Mr. E. F. 
Spence, and Mr. Richard Watson, LL.B., were appointed the judges for 
the union prize for the ensuing year. A special committee, consisting of 
Messrs. A. K. Common, F. B. Moyle, and J. S. Green, was appointed to 
consider as to the advisability of establishing a library. 


Law Srvupents’ Denatinc Socrery.—October 30—Mr. W. M. Wood- 
house in the chair.—Mr. J. Cornelius Wheeler moved: ‘‘ That the Channel 
Tunnel echeme is detrimental to the best interests of the country,’ and 
he was supported by Messrs. Cranford, Harvey, and Todd, and opposed by 
Messrs. Bunting, Muntcn, Parker, Nimmo, Watson, and Oyle. After Mr. 
Wheeler had replied, the motion, on being put, was carried by one vote. 





COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION, 
MicHagtmMas Examination, 1888. 


The Council of Legal Education have awarded to the following students 
certificates that they have satisfactorily passed a public examination :— 
Henry Mackenzie Abbott, Inner Temple; John Frederick Adams, Middle 
Temple; Arthur Herbert Bagley, Inner Temple; Alexander Millington 
Begg, Lincoln’s-inn ; Walter Beverley, Middle Temple ; Harold Buckland 
Bompas, Inner Temple ; Wiiliam Edward Briggs, Inner Temple; Walter 
Evelyn Capron, Inner Temple ; Herbert Chitty, Inner Temple ; Karsondas 
Chubildas, Inner Temple; John Clarke, Inner Temple; David Cowan, 
Inner Temple ; Allan Napier Macnab Daly, Lincolu’s-inn; Herbert Mayor 
Davies, Middle Temple; George Paris Dick, Middle Temple; Albert 
Frederick Ehrhardt, Inner Temple ; William Henry Eldridge, Gray’s-inn ; 
William Edward Elsworthy, Inner Temple; Charles Matthew Fernando, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Robert Donald Grant, Middle Temple; William Wilson 
Grantham, Inner Temple; Thomas Wright Haddon, Middle Temple; 
Ernest Frederick Hadfield, Inner Temple; Arthur Paul Harper, 
Inner Temple; Robert John Pottinger Hendricks, Middle Temple ; 
David St. John Herd, Middle Temple; Harold Burn Hopgood, 
Lincoln’s-inn; Hamilton John Hulse, Inner Temple; Arthur Mason 
Tippetts Jackson, Middle Temple; Louis William Jelf-Petit, Inner 
Temple; John Parsick Joaquim, Middle Temple; Moses Roberts 
Jones, Gray’s-inn ; Hubert Billinghurst Finlay Knight, Inner Temple; 
Ernest William Lavington, Inner Temple; William Hamilton Ley- 
cester, Middle Temple; Joseph Henry Longford, Middle Temple ; 
Jineas Mackintosh, Middle Temple; Albert Romer Macklin, Lincoln’s- 
inn ; William Madden, Gray’s-inn ; John Wilfrid Maxwell, Inner Temple ; 
James Martin Muir, Inner Temple; Robert Nathan, Inner Temple; 
Edmund Murray Noble, Middle Temple: Alexander Pollock, Inner Tem- 
ple; Clive Fleetwood Pritchard, Inner Tenple ; Henry Adolphus Byden 
Rattigan, Lincoln’s-inn; Alfred Roscoe, Lincoln’s-inn; Cosmo Rose- 
Innes, Inner Temple; Alfred Edward Ryves, Middle Temple; Mahomed 
Sheriff, Lincoln’s-inn ; Hugh Murray Sturges, Lincoln’s-inn ; Percy Mel- 
moth Walters, Lincoln’s-inn; David Sydney Wanliss, Inner Temple; 
James Weir, Lincoln’s-inn; Walter Patrick Whitty, Inner Temple; 
Horace Wilson, Middle Temple; Frederick Wood, Middle Temple; 
— Joseph Karney Young, Inner Temple ; and Zorab Manook, Middle 
Temple. 

There were examined, 76; passed, 59. 

The following students passe a satisfactory examination in Roman 
Law :—Abdul Alin, Middle Temple; Abu Reza, Inner Temple; James 
Aitken, Middle Temple; George Simon Alexander, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Mahomad Hamid Ali Khan, Inner Temple ; Moulvi Zahid Ali Khan, Inner 
Temple; Evett Gordon Allport, Inner Temple; Robert Armitage, Inner 
Temple; Alexander Edward Barker, Middle Temple; Edwin Clay Barnes, 
Inner Temple; John Ffinch Barry, Lincoln’s-inn; Alexander Willis 
Bassett, Inner Temple ; Horace Charles Baxter, Inner Temple; Fredrick 
Belfield, Inner Temple ; Bhagat Ram, Lincoln’s-inn; Arthur de Mornay 
Bidoulac, Middle Temple; Thomas Borrowdale, Lincoln’s-inn ; Samuel Bos- 
tock, Inner Temple; Andrew Benjamin Brown, Middle Temple; William 
Frederick M’ Lean Buckley, Inner Temple; Arthur Percival Buller, Inner 
Temple; Jasper Farmer Cargill, Inner Temple; Ranulphus John Carthew, 
Inner Temple; William John Turner Clarke, Inner Temple ; Talbot King 
Crossfield, Lincoln’s-inn; William Cadwaladr Davies, Inner Temple; 
Joseph Leander de Montbrun, Middle Temple; George Hamson Denniss, 
Middle Temple ; Mahomed Shah Din, Middle Temple ; Willian Dunning, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Francis Augustus Duprey, Middle Temple ; Charles Edward 
Dyer, Middle Temple; Syed Ali Emam, Middle Temple; Alexander 
Edmund Fraser, Inner Temple ; Ganpatrao Shravanrao Gaekward, Middle 
Temple; Julian Charles Gaisford, Inner Temple; James William Sleigh 
Godding, Inner Temple; Gasper Ives Morgan Gregory, Inner Temple ; 
Edwin Leach Hartly, Inner Temple; Walter Hughes, Inner Temple ; John 
Michael Jackson, Lincoln’s-inn; Kishekepat Palat Krishna Menon, Inner 
Temple ; Chenvary Krishnan, Middle Temple; John Cumming Macdona, 
Middle Temple; William Smith Marriott, Lincoln’s-inn; William Hugh 
Montgomery, Inner Temple; Frederick William Moore, Lincoln’s-inu ; 
Howard West Mowll, Middle Temple; Bernard O’Connor, Gray’s-inn ; 
Llewellyn Evans Olding, Gray’s-inn ; John Wyatt Peters, Middle Temple ; 
Dighton Nicolas Pollock, Lincoln’s-inn ; Charles Sansome Preston, Inner 
Temple; John Rae, Middle Temple; Diwan Doulet Ram, Inner Temple ; 
Charles Foster Ritchie, Lincoln’s-inn ; John Bryn Roberts, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Ernest Joseph Schuster, Middle Temple; Arthur Wellesley Sells, Inner 
Temple; John Alexander Sinclair, Middle Temple; Archibald Seth 
Smith, Lincoln’s-inn; Newland Francis Forester Smith, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Henry John Staples, Middle Temple; Arthur Tidman, Inver Temple ; 
Skinner Turner, Middle Temple; Lucien van Grutten, Middle Temple ; 
Oswald Walmesley, Lincoln’s-inn; Alfred Henry Wildy, Middle Temple ; 
and Henry James Theodore Wood, Inner Temple. 

There were examined, 81; p 69. 





THE PROPOSED FUSION. 


Tue following letter has been published in the local paper in which Mr. 
Broadbridge’s letter (ante, p. 14) appeared :— 

‘* Sir,—I regret to find that Mr. Broadbridge is not progressing with the 
times. He may be right in asserting that the weight of opinion in both 
branches of the profession is against amalgamation. He may be wrong. 
One can readily understand that the bar at large are not in favour of 
fusion, nor are some few solicitors, but the question is not for them, but 
for the public, who will soon discover, if they have not already found 
out, that one of us is a middleman and must be done away with. 

‘* Amalgamation would be beneficial to lawyers as well as the public. 
Justice would be obtained much less expensively than under the present 
system, and litigants would get the best possible advice direct from the 
lawyer who would plead the cause in court. Is not Mr. Marks (the Liver- 
pool prosecuting solicitor), for example, quite as competent, and more 
competent, to conduct before judges of assize those cases which he has 
conducted before Mr. Raffles, the stipendiary, than the great majority 
of the barristers he is bound to engage under the present system? Is 
it not an indication of public feeling to observe how well a solicitor gets 
on at the bar, and how all solicitors flock to a barrister who has previously 
been a solicitor ? 

‘‘Fusion must, and will, come. No Government will be well advised 
to oppose it. Mr. Gladstone is in favour of it, and it is supported strongly 
by the Conservative Solicitor- General. 

‘The following table, appended to a letter which recently appeared on 
the subject, may interest your readers,—Yours, &c., 

**Freperick A. JONES.’’ 


Strate or Lecat Proresston 1n Foreton Counrrtigs. 


State of 
Country. Legal Pro- Feeling of Public. Feeling of Profession, 
fession. 
New York ... United Presumably satisfied Satisfied 
California Do. Quite satisfied Quite satisfied 


° 
Colorado ... Do. Opposed to change 


Satisfied 
Do. 


Strongly opposed to 
change 
Apparently satisfied 
Do. 
Indifferent 
Strongly opposed to 


S. Carolina... Do. 
Louisiana ... Do. 
Maryland ... Do. 
Massachusetts Do. 


change change 
Pennsylvania Do. Do. Do. 
Texas “ae Do. Do. 
Alabama... Do. Do. Do. 
W. Australia Do. Uncertain Uncertain 
S. Australia... Do. Do. Opposed to change 
Queensland... Do. Do. Uncertain 
Victoria, NSW Separate Favour of fusion Divided 
Bavaria .» United Content Anxious for removal of 
restrictions 

Canada ——- .* Quite satisfied Quite satisfied 
Cape of Good Separate Indifferent Solicitors indifferent, bar 

Hope opposed to change 
France ~< oe Divided—majority in- Generally satisfied 

different 

Denmark ... United Satisfied Apparently satisfied 
Germany ... Do. Do. Satisfied 
Holland... Do. Doubtful Doubtful 
Italy oe Do. Apparently satisfied Apparently satisfied 
Norway  ... Do. Do. Satisfied 
Portugal ... Do. Do. Do. 
Spain — we Quite satisfied Do. 
Wurtemburg Do. Desirous of change Desirous of change 
New Zealand Do. Apparently satisfied Satisfied 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Atzerr Lewis, Q.C., who has been appointed Chief Justice of the 
Island of St. Lucia, is the son of Mr. Joseph Lewis, of St. Vincent. He was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Hilary Term, 1870. He was 
appointed a Queen’s Counsel for the Island of St. Vincent in 1879 and 
Attorney-General of Tobago in 1881. He acted for some time as Ohief 
Justice of Tobago, and a few menths ago he was appointed Judge of the 
Petty Debts Court in Barbadoes. 


Mr. Henry Joun Davis, solicitor (of the firm of Davis & Lloyd), of 
Newport, has been elected President of the Monmouthshire Incorporated 
Law Society. Mr. Davis was admitted a solicitor in 1835. He is registrar 
of the Newport County Court, and clerk to the Magistrates and Commis- 
sioners of Taxes for the Newport and Christchurch Divisions of Monmouth- 
shire. 


Mr. James Anram M‘Carruy, barrister, has been appointed to act as 
Queen’s Advocate of Sierra Leone. Mr. M‘Oarthy is the eldest son of 
Mr. James Benjamin M‘Carthy, of Freetown, Sierra Leone, and was born 
in 1853. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in January, 
1879. 


Sir Micuant Henry Gattwey, K.C.M.G., Attorney-General of Natal, 
has been appointed ‘a Queen’s Counsel for that colony. Sir M. Gallwey 
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was called to the bar in Ireland in 1853. He was created a Knight Com- 
mander of the Order of Sir Michael and St. George in 1887. 


Mr. Wiu1am Boast Morcom, Advocate of the Supreme Court of 
Natal, has been appointed a Queen's Counsel for that colony. 


Mr. Morr Top Stormovtu Dartirne, Solicitor-General for Scotland, 
has been elected M.I’. for the Universities of Edinburgh and St. Andrews 
in the Conservative interest. 


Mr. Tuomas Lewis, Principal Clerk of the Pay Office of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature, has beer appointed Deputy-Assistant Paymaster- 
General for Supreme Court business, in succession to the late Mr. George 
Skinner. 


Mr. James Brovcuton Epae, barrister, who has been appointed Judge | 


of County Courts for Circuit No. 58, in succession to the late Judge Gif- 
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fard, is the only son of Mr. Adam Edge, of Bolton, and was born in 1836. | 


He was admitted a solicitor in 1858, and he formerly practised at Man- 
chester. He has been for several years coroner for the Bolton District of 
Lancashire. 
Term, 1871, and he is a member of the Northern Circuit. 


Mr. Witu1amM Frepertck Haynes Smiru, C.M.C., Attorney-General of 
British Guiana, who has 
Islands, is the fourth son of Mr. John Lucie Smith. 
bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1863. 


He was called to the 
He was Solicitor- 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Mr. Justice 





Dat APPEAL CouRT APPEAL Count Mr. Justice 
spite No. 1. No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Mon., Nov. 12 Mr, Leach Mr. Lavie Mr. Rolt Mr. Beal 
Tuesday ... 13 Beal Pugh Goltrey Leach 
Wednesday 14 Godtrey Lavie Rolt Beal 
Thursday... 15 olt Pugh Godfrey Leach 
Friday ...... 16 Ward Lavie Rolt ea 
Saturday... 17 Pemberton Pugh Godfrey Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Norra. STIRLING. KEKEWIC#. 
| Monday, Nov.....ccsoresses 12 Mr. Clowes Mr. Carrington Mr. Pemberton 
TORGET | coveccceses ae an Koe Jackson Var 
Wednesday...........000. 14 Clowes Carrington Pemberton 
IT, cvcocenesancstvonses 15 coe Jackson ard 
SIGH secesse . 16 Clowes Carrington Pemberton 
Saturday oe Jackson War 


He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity | 


been appointed Governor of the Leeward | 


General of British Guiana from 1865 till 1874, when he was appointed | 


Attorney-General. He was created a Companion of the Order of St. 


Michael and St. George in 1877. 


Mr. Artur E. Eves, solicitor, of No. 34, Mark-lane, London, has been | 


appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 


Mr. Wi11i1am Davis Joxuirre, solicitor, of Chester and Runcorn, has 
been appointed Registrar of the Runcorn County Court. Mr. Jolliffe was 
admitted a solicitor in 1875. 


Mr. Tuomas Amprose Neiuam, solicitor, of 117, Warwick-street, 
Eccleston-square, London, 8.W., has been appointed a Perpetual Com- 
missioner for taking Acknowledgments of Deeds to be executed by 
Married Women in and for the County of Middlesex and in and for the 
City of London and the City and Liberties of Westminster. Mr. Nelham 
wes admitted a solicitor in 1882. 


Mr. Cuartzes Henry Morton, solicitor (of the firm of Avison & Co ), of 
Liverpool, has been appointed a Verpetual Commissioner for taking the 
Acknowledgments of Married Women forthe county of Lancaster and 
also for the county of Chester. 





GENERAL. 





THE AUTUMN ASSIZES. 

Nortu-Eastern (Pollock, B ).—Newcastle, Thursday, November 22; 
Durham, Tuesday, November 27; York, Tuesday, December 4; Leeds, 
Saturday, December 8. 

Oxrorp (Field, J.).—Reading, Saturday, November 10; Oxford, 
Wednesday, November 14; Worcester, Saturday, November 17; 
Gloucester, Saturday, November 24; Monmouth, Thursday, November 
29; Hereford, Wednesday, December 5; Shrewsbury, Friday, December 
7; Stafford, Tuesday, December 11. 

Western (Stephen, J.).—Salisbury, Saturday, November17; Dor- 
chester, Wednesday, November 21; Taunton, Saturday, November 24; 
Bodmin, Thursday, November 29; Exeter, Monday, December 3; 
Bristol, Saturday, December 8; Winchester, Thursday, December 13. 

Sovrn-Eastern (Mathew, J.).—Cambridge, Monday, November 19; 
Norwich, Thursday, November 22; Ipswich, Wednesday, November 28 ; 
Chelmsford, Satvrday, December 1; Hertford, Wednesday, December 5; 
Maidstone, Monday, December 10; Lewes, Monday, D: cember 17. 

Miptanp (Cave, J.).—Aylesbury, Wednesday, November 14; Bedford, 
Saturday, November 17; Northampton, Wednesday, November 21 ; 
Leicester, Saturday, November 24; Nottingham, Thursday, November 
29; Lincoln, Tuesday, December 4; Derby, Saturday, December 8; 
Warwick, Thursday, December 13. 

NorTHERN (Wills and Grantham, JJ.).—Carlisle, Saturday, November 
17; Lancaster, Wednesday, November 2!; Manchester, Saturday, 


| November 24; Liverpool, Friday, December 7. 


In answer to a correspondent the Local Government Board have written | 


the following letter, dated the 1st of November, 1888, explaining the position 
of owners of property who are on the Parliamentary register :—‘‘I am 
directed by the Local Government Board to acknowledge the receipt of 
your letter of the 29th ult., and in reply to state that a person is not 
entitled, by reason only of ownership of property, to be registered as a 
county elector—i.¢., is entitled to vote in the election of councillors for a 
county. The qualifications for registration as a county elector are set 
out in section 9 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, as applied by 
section 2 of the County Electors Act, 1887; and in section 3 of, and the 
third schedule to, the latter Act, residence for a certain teria in or within 
seven miles of the county is, it will be observed, necessary to entitle a 
person to be co registered. But, as regards the qualification for election 
az a county councillor, the board may say that it is sufficient if the person 
is registered as a Parliamentary voter in respect of the ownership of 
property situate in the county ; he need not reside in the county.”’ 


The London correspondent of the Scotsman says:—‘‘ The Government 
will, almcst as coon as the House meets, be presented with a memorial 
urging that next session legislation be undertaken for the amendment of 
the Bankruptcy Act of 1883 in one important particular. Under the 32nd 
section of that Act the registrar is given unlimited power to disqualify a 
debtor who may have obtained his discharge from sitting as a peer or 
representative in Parliament, and from sitting as a magistrate, or acting 
in any municipal capacity, and this not for « definite term, but during the 
remainder of life. This power is conferred upon the registrar in every 
case in which he thinks that the bankruptcy has not been ‘caused by 
misfortune.’ On appeal, the judges have declared their inability to say 
what the Legislature may have intended to mean by ‘misfortune,’ and 
have therefore declined to interfere, even where confeseedly no imputation 
of dishonesty or misconduct has been raised. It is therefore suggested that 
the absence of words of limitation must have been inadvertent, inasmuch 
as it has caused, and is capable again of causing, hardship and injustice 
that could not have been contemplated by Parliament. The movement in 
favour of an amendment of the Act is being supported by members on 
both sides of the House. The signatures to the memorial already include 
those of Mr. John Bright, Mr. Winterbotham, Mr. Courtney, Sir Robert 
Fowler, Mr. Haldane, Sir W. Houldsworth, Mr. Barclay, Mr. J. M. Mac- 
lean, Mr. Caine, Mr. Woodall, Mr. Portman, Lord Henry Bruce, and Lord 
Oharles Beresford. Its object, as briefly stated by the committee, is to 
have the power of the court to withold certificates brought within reason- 
able limits, aud to have the present disability removed which prevents 
electors from choosing as their representatives, either in Parliamentary or 
municipal affairs, men whose integrity their creditors have not impugned,” 


| 





Nortn anp Sovrn Wares (Charles, J.).— Carnarvon, Tuesday, 
November 27; Ruthin, Thursday, November 29; Chester, Saturday, 
December 1; Brecon, Friday, December7; Carmarthen, Monday, 
December 10; Swansea, Wednesday, December 12. 

Civil business will betaken only at Manchester and Liverpool. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette—FRIDAY, Nov. 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

INTERNATIONAL INVESTMENT AND GENERAL AGENCY, LIMITED.—By an order 
made by North, J., dated Oct 27, it was ordered that the agency be wound up. 
Phelps & Co, Gresham st, solors for petner 

LLYNVI AND TonpuU Co, LimITED.—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 30, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to John Joseph Smith, 90, Cannon st. Friday, Dec 7 at 12, is appointed for 
hearing a upon the debts and claims. This is not directed to 
the debenture holders, whose claims as such have been ascertained in an action 
of Rucker v Moffatt 

OBMEBOD, GRIERSON, & Co, LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented Sept 1, 
directed to be heard before Stirling, J.,on Nov 10. White, Queen st, Cannon 
st, solor for petner 

PontTIFEX & Woop, LimiTgsD.—Chitty. J., has, by an order dated Oct 27, ap- 
pointed Henry Spain, 76, Coleman st, to be provisional! official liquidator 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

LEOMINSTER AND BROMYARD RaILway Co.—Kay, J., has fixed Tuesday, Nov 13, 

at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES. 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 

MERTHYR VALE COLLIERY WORKING MEN’s SICK AND ACCIDENTAL FUND 
FRIENDLY Society, Aberfan Hotel, Merthyr Vale, Giamorgan. Oct 25 

ROYTON BENEVOLENT SICK AND F'UNERAL SOCIETY, Liberal Club, Royton, Old- 
ham, Lancaster. Oct 25 

STOKE CLIMSLAND BENEVOLENT SocigTy, Half Moon Inn, Stoke Climsland, Cal- 
lington, Cornwall. Oct 30 

London Gazette—TUESDAY, Nov. 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIM#TED IN CHANCERY. 

ANGLO- INDIAN AND COLONIAL INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL INSTITUTION, 
LIMITED.—Kay, J., has, by an order dated Oct 31, appointed John Francis 
Clarke, 41, Coleman st. to be official Jiquidator 

ILULME SPINNING Co,, Lim1TED.—By an order made by Stirling, J., dated Oct 27, 
it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 
Crowders & Vizard, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Wharton & Wilde, Man- 
chester, solors for petner 

HuNsbuRY HILt COAL AND IRON Co., LimiTep.—By an order made by North, J, 
dated Oct %7, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be 
continued. Miller & Co., Telegraph st, solors for petners 

LONDON AND BRIsTOL STOcK ExXcHANGs Co., LiMITrp.—By an order made by 
North, J., dated Oct 27, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Temple, 
Essex st, Strand, petner in person 

NATIONAL CONSTRUCTION Co., LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 5. 
directed to be heard before North, J., on Nov 17. Wrentmore & Son, Bedford 
row, agents for Spickett & Sons, Pontypridd, solors for petner 
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WENHAM LAKE IcE Co., LiwiTED.—Crditors are required, on or before Vec 10, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Charles James Singleton, 8, Staple inn. Monday, Dec 17 at 11, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

WESTEEN INSURANCE Co., LIMITED.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 10, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Gerard Van de Linde, 12, Laurence Pountney lane. Tuesday, Dec 18 at 2, is 
appointed for hearing an@ adjudicating upon the debts and claims : 

WESTMORELAND GREEN AND BLUE SLATE Co., Lim1TED.—Creditors are required, 
on or before Nov 30, to send their names an1 addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to John Allison Heselton, Bradford. Monday, Dec 10 at 
12. is appointed for hearing and abjudicating upon the debts and claims _ 

WILKES’ METALLIC FLOORING AND EUREKA CONCRETE Co, LimiITED.—Creditors 
are required, on or before De2 12, to send their names and addresses, and the 

yarticulars of their debts or claims, to William Alfred &tone, 90, Cannon st 
Wedneeday, Dec 19 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims 





COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

GLoBe PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SocittTy.— Petn for winding up, presented 
Nov 2, directed to be heard before Bristowe, V.C., at the Assize Courts, Man- 
chester, on Monday, Nov 19 at 11. Crowther, Manchester, solor for petner 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. i 

HPBDEN VALE FRIENDLY Society, White Lion Hotel, Hebden Bridge, York. 
Oct 30 

MALE FRIENDLY Society, Lord Nelson Inn, Oakamoor, Stafford. Oct 31 

PELECT SOCIETY OF Opp FELLOWS, Felling Shore, Durham. Oct 31 








WARNING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS AND LESSEES. —Before purchasing 
or renting a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an 
expert from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 115, Victoria-st., West- 
mirster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[ADVT.] 

STAMMERERS AND STUTTERERS should read a little book by Mr. B. BEASLEY, 
Baron’s-court-house, W. Kensington, London. Price 13 stamps. The author, after 
suffering nearly 40 years, cured himself by a method entirely his own.—[ADvT.} 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gaxette.—FRDAY, Nov. 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

ASHBY, JOHN, Blackburn, Draper Blackburn Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
BAILEY, Games, Fordingbridge, Southampton, Blacksmith Salisbuyy Pet Oct 

31 Ord Oct 31 
BAILEY, he Green Hammerton, Yorks, Brick Maker York Pet Oct 50 

Ord Oct 30 
Bean, ° CHARLES ARTHUR, Peterborough, Grocer Peterborough Pet Oct 30 Ord 

0 


Cc 
BESWICK, GEORGE WILLIAM DARLEY, Old Burlington st, Gent High Court 
Pet Aprilii: Ord Oct 30 
a Za Manchester, Commission Agent Manchester Pet Oct 29 
rd Oct 29 
Brock, GEORGE EDWARD, Sprowston, Norfolk Norwich Pet Oct3t Ord Oct 31 
CHOPPEN, ALBERT JonY, Great Chesterford, Essex, Machinist Cambridge Pet 
Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
CLARK, SAMUEL, High st, Godalming, Glass Merchant Guildford and Godalming 
Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 30 
CLEE, WILLIAM HUMPHREY DAVID, Cheltenham, Dealer in Fancy Goods Wor- 
cester Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
COOKE, pee Halesowen, Worcester, Bricklayer Stourbridge Pet Oct 22 
Ord Oct 22 
Darby, FRED, and EDWARD ROBERTSHAW, Bradford, Drysalters Bradford Pet 
Oct 19 Ord Oct 29 
cet, eee, Brighton, Racing Correspondent Brighton Pet Oct29 Ord 
t 29 


c be 

oe tg Wincanton, Somersetshire, Fishmonger Yeovil Pet Oct 27 
Ord Oct 27 

Eris, Epmonp, Leeds, Provision Merchant Leeds Pet Oct18 Ord Oct 29 

Evans, Davin, Cardiff, Tea Dealer Cardiff Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

FirtH, JAMES, Dewsbury, Grocer Dewsbury Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

HAMILTON, JOHN JAMES, and ELLEN HAMILTON, Manchester, Milliners Man- 
chester Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 31 

HEANE, fe gr AMELIUS, Newbold, Derbyshire, Draper Chesterfield Pet Oct 
29 Ord Uct 29 

Hitcuins, RIcHARD, Bristol, Accountant Bristol Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 729 

HowGuTon, GEORGE, Stroud, Accountant Gloucester Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

JENEINS, HENRY, Lugwardine, Herefordshire, Timber Dealer Hereford Pet 
Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

LAY¥B, ROBERT NICHOLAS, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Lance, See, jun, Thorpe St Andrew, Norfolk, Builder Norwich Pet Oct 
3t rr ct 31 

LATHAM, Tom, Leeds, Builders’ Merchant Leeds Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

LEBON, WILLIAM, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

LEEcH, THOMAS, Southsea, Hire Carter Portsmouth Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

MENZIES, CAMPBELL, Chapel pl, Cavendish sq High Court Pet July 4 Ord 
Sept1 

Moopy, JAMES, Landford, Wilts, Haulier Salisbury Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

meemn. ROBERT, Birmingham, out of business Birmingham Pet Oct 30 Ord 
Jct 20 

NANCE, WILLIAM EpwWIn, Penarth, Coal Agent Cardiff Pet Oct16 Ord Oct 29 

NAUNTON, HERBERT CHARLES, Brockley rd, Brockley, Confectioner High Court 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Potts, WILLIAM JOHN, Sunderland, Clothier Sunderland Pet Oct 29 O:d 


Oct 29 
main, Spee Harrby, Grays, Essex, Coal Agent High Court Pet Oct 31 
rd Oct 31 


REED, CHARLES, Aberdare, Ironmonger Cardiff Pet O2t30 Ord Oct 30 


RoBERTs, THOMAS GEORGE, Boothstown, Lancs, Provision Dealer Bolton Pet 
Oct 31 Ord Oc4 31 

RoGers, RicHarp, Grosvenor rd, Camberwell, Japanner High Court Pet Oct 
11_ Ord Oct 29 

SuAw, GEORGE, Brierley Hill, Staffs, Ironmonger Stourbridge Pet Oct 6 Ord 


ct is 
SMEDLEY, JAMES, ARTHUR EBENEZER SMEDLEY, and EpwWIN Jamss SMEDLEY. 
ay Wigston, Leicester, Ironfounders Leicester Pet Oct 29 Ord 
ict 29 
oe, r=y" Weneenore, Liverpool, Eating house keeper Liverpool Pet Oct 
re ict 31 
TAYLOR, HENRY, Oldham, Hatter Oldham Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
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Tarry, Joun, Farrington st, Accountant High Court Pet Sept 5 Ord Oct 15 


Sucnee, Reames Frepenrick, Deddiagton, Oxtord, Grocer Oxford Pet Oct 30 
Ord Oct 30 
WADDINGTON, Epwi1n, Leeds, out of business Leeis Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 


WaARruURTON, GEORGE, JonN HarpMAN, and Ricwarp WARBURTON, Blackburn, 
Cotton Manufacturers Blackburn Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 20 
Warp, Josern, Hartwith, Yorks, Farmer Northallerton Pet Oct 29 O-d 
ct 49 
WARD, SAMUEL, and JoHN WILLIAM WARD, Bradford, Wool Merchants Bradford 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 28 
Warp, SARAH, Bradford Bradford Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 


WuliITE, JosEru, Newent, Clerk in Holy Orders Gloucester Pet Oct 31 Ord 
Oct 31 


The following amended notica is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct. 26, 
HAYWARD, ROBERT JAMES, Sunningwell, Berks, Farmer Oxfori Pet Oct9 Ord 
Oct : 


20 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Apnort, JonN WILLIAM, South Ossett, Yorks, Innkeeper Nov9at3 Off Rec, 
Bank chbrs, Batley 

ANSELL, JAMES JOHN GRAY, Bishops Stortford, Draper Nov 12 at 2 Ewen & 
Roberts, Outer Temple, Strand 

BASHFORD, CHARLES, West Tarring, Sussex, Gardener Nov9ati2 Off Rec, 4, 
Pavilion bldgs, Brivhton 

BLackwoop, ABRAHAM. Manchester, Pocket Book Maker Nov9at il Off Rec, 
Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Butt, FREDERICK JAMES, St Albans, no occupation Nov 15 at 10.15 George 
Hotel, St Albans 

CARLTON, ANNIE, Sheffield, Draper Novi4at3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 


CHAPMAN, JAMES, Court st, Whitechapel Novi2ati2 33, Carey st, Lincola’s 


inn 

Cnrorrgn, ALBERT Jonn, Gt Chesterford, Essex, Agricultural Machinist Nov 
12atil Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Darby, FrED, and Epwarp RopertsHaw, Bradford, Druggists Nov 12 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

DEAN, WILLIAM, Brighton, Racing Correspondent Nov 12 at 12 Off Ree, 4, 
Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Doventy. Joun, Wincanton, Somersetshire, Fishmonger Nov9at3 Off Rec, 
Salisbury 

Evans, Maurice, Laugharne, Carmarthenshire, Licensed Victualler Nov 10 at 
it Off Ree, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 

GREEN, ARTHUR, Holcombe, Somersetshire, Brewer Nov 21 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

HAYWARD, ROBERT JAMES, Sunningwell, Berks, Farmer Novy 13 at 12 1, St 
Aldates, Oxfor14 

HawaGoop. Joun, Brighton, Furniture Dealer Nov 10 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Lincoln’s inn As 

HEANE, THOMAS AMELIUS, Newbold, Derbyshire, Draper Nov 12 at3 Angel 
Hotel. Chesterfield 

~~ - eeenee Clifton, Accountant Nov 16 at 12.39 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, 

risto 
HovGuton, GEORGE, Stroud, Accountant Nov 10at4 Imperial Hotel, Stroud 


Moopy, James, Landford, Wilts, Haulier Novi2at3 O/f Rec, Salisbury 


NIBLETT, ALFRED, Bristol, Pottery Manufacturer Noviéati2 Off Rec, Bank 
chmbrs, Bristol 
NOREURN, Tuomas, Southport, Confectioner Nov 12 at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria 
st. Liverpool 
Pace, WILLIAM, Gt Yarmouth, Butcher Nov10 at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Nor- 
wich 
PENPRAZE, JOHN, Peranzabuloe, Cornwall, Farmer Nov 10 at 12 Off Rec, Bos- 
cawen st, Truro 
RIDEHALGH, Emmott, Burnley, Taper Nov 22 at2 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas 
st, Burnley 
SMEDLEY, JAMES, ARTHUR EBENEZER SMEDLEY, and EDWIN JAMES SMEDLEY, 
—_ Wigston, Ironfounders Nov 19 at 1230 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, 
eicester 
| Some, WILLIAM, Wolverhampton, Builder Nov 13 at 12 Off Rec, Wolver- 
| iampton + 
| SWINDLEHURST, Ropert, Barrow in Furness, Greengrocer Nov 14 at 11 2, 
Paxton terr, Barrow in Furness ‘ aS 
Ta oe Oldham, Hatter Novi2 at 3 Off Ree, Priory chbrs, Union s¢, 
Oldham 
TOMPKINS, JOHN THEODORE, St Albans, Nurseryman Nov 12? at 1130 Ewen & 
toherts, Outer Temple, Strand 
Tripp. WILLIAM, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Nov 14 at12 Off Rec, 3, Haven st, 
_ Gt Grimsby 5 
WARD, SAMUEL, and JoHN Wi~t1aM WakpD, Manningham, Yorks, Wool Mer- 
_. chants Nov%ati1 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
W ame, eaeam, Manningham, bradford Nov 12 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 
radfor 
Watson, WILLIAM, Princes Risborough, Bucks, Baker Nov 12 at 12 1, St 
Aldates, Oxford 
WHEATLEY, WILLIAM, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Nov 14 at 12.20 Off Ree, 3, 
Haven st, Gt Grimsby 
Vane. ANTON, New Oxford st, Confectioner Nov 12 at 11 33, Carey st, 
zincoln’s inn 
Woop. ARTHUR OVERTON, Barnsley, Yorks, Yeast Dealer Novi5at10.15 Off 
tec, 1, Hanson st, Barnsley 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ASHBY, JOHN, Blackburn, Draper Blackburn Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 


BAILEY, GEORGE, Fordiagbridge, Southampton, Blacksmith Salisbury Pet 
Oct 3t Ord Oct 81 . 

BAxKER, RICHARD, Royal Avenue, Chelsea, Stage Manager High Court Pet 
Dec 10, 1887 Ord Oct 30 cs 

—w-* WILLIAM, Green Hammerton, Yorks, Brick Maker York Pet Oct 30 

rd Oct 20 

BATTEN, CHARLES W, address unknown, Mineral Water Manufacturer Bristol 
Pet Sept 24 Ord Oct 31 

BEAL, CHARLES ARTHUR, Peterborough,Grocer Peterborough Pet Oct30 Ord 
Oct 30 

a WALTER, Salford, Commission Agent Manchester Pet Oct29 Ord 
Oct 29 


ra 
BRANFORD, WILLIAM CoTTon, Sinclair rd, West Kensington Park, Professor of 
Veterinary Surgery High Court Pet March 2t Ord Oct 30 
Browett, JacoB Bricat, Southsea, Gent Portsmouth Pet Oct9 Ord Oct 29 


BUTLER, Pup, jun, Leamington Spa, Warwickshire, Butcher Warwick Pet 
Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

CHOPPEN, ALBERT JOHN, Gt Chesterford, Essex, Machinist Cambridge Pet 
Oct 29° Urd Oct 29 

CoLDRON. WILLIAM, Clay Cross, Derbyshire, Licensed Victualler Chesterfield 
Pet Oct 6 Ord Uct 29 

Coons, ey try Halesowen, Worcesterabire, Bricklayer Stourbridge Pet Oct 22 

r ct 22 

Darby, Frep, and Epwarp ROBERTSHAW, Bradford, Druggista Bradford Pet 

Oct19 Ord Oct 30 
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Deas, nin Blackheath, Stafford, Grocer one Pet Oct11 Ord Oct 30 | 


DEAN, Wi1u1aM, Brighton, Racing Correspondent Brighton Pet Oct 27 Ord 
Oct 29 . , 
Dickson, — Joun, Sunnyside, Holmwood Croydon Pet Aug 27 Ord 

Oct 2 
Dovenry, a Wincanton, Somerset, Fishmonger Yeovil Pet Oct24 Ord 
Oct 27 


ct? 
EVANs, Davin, Cardiff, Tea Dealer Cardiff Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 
FELTON, THomAs, Tipton, Baker Dudley Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 30 


HAYWARD, Law RT JAMES, Sunningwell, Berks, Farmer Oxford 
TC 31 
HEANE, THOMAS AMELIUS, Newbold, Derby, Draper Chesterfield 
Ord Oct 29 
HOUGHTON, GEORGE, Stroud, Accountant Gloucester PetOct29 Ord Oct 29 
JENKINS, ee, Lugwardine, Hereford, Timber Dealer Hereford Pet Oct 30 
Ord Oct 30 
Jonas, Ens Porchester rd, Bayswater, Builder High Court Pet Oct4 Ord 
ict 29 


Pet Oct 9 
Pet Oct 29 


KavaNaGH, MAvricE DENIS, Mount Grove rd, Highbury, Barrister at Law 
High Court Pet Aug 11 Ord Oct 31 
Lamp, Ronekrt Nicuoras, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 


LaTHAM, Tom, Leeds, Builders’ Merchant Leeds Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
LEBOW, WILLIAM, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
LEEcH, THOMAS, Southsea, Hire Carter Portsmouth Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 


MASTERS, JoHN KENNING SMALMAN, Sutton at Hone, nr Dartford, Gent 
Rochester Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 31 

MENHAM, CaTHRINE, Gateshead, Cart Proprietor Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 
13 Ord Oct 27 

Moopy, JAMES, Landford, Wilts, Haulier Salisbury Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 


NaAvUNTON, HERBERT CHARLES, Brockley, Kent, Confectioner High Court Pet 
Oct «9 Ord Oct 29 
NIBLETT, ALFRED, Bristol, Pottery Manufacturer Bristol Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct31 


PouNTNEY, BENJAMIN, Handsworth, Staffs, Brewer Birmingham Pet Sept £9 


Ord Oct 31 
REEVES. SweutAs, Birmingham, Coach Builder Birmingham Pet Oct 25 Ord 
Oc 
meaner, — GEORGE, Boothstown, Lancs, Provision Dealer Bolton Pet 
t31 Ord Oct 31 
Rosana, WILLIAM, Birkenhead, Joiner Birkenhead Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 29 


Boemas. HemssD, Manor pl, Walworth, Japanner High Court Pet Oct 11 

Ird Oct 29 

Dee, Te no fixed abode, out of business Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 24 
T t 27 

TAYLOR, HENRY, Oldham, Hatter Oldham Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 


TAYLOR, JOHN, Jarrow, Durham, Boot Dealer Newcastle on Tyne 
Ord Oct 30 

TRANTER, WILLIAM, Cwmyoy Lower, nr Aberga 
Oct 27 Ord Oct 30 

WADDINGTON, EDWIN, Leeds, out of business Leeds Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 


Warp, JosEPH, Hartwith, Yorks, Farmer Northallerton Pet Oct 29 Ord 
Oct 29 

WARD, SAMUEL, and JOHN WILLIAM WARD, Bradford, Wool Merchants Brad- 
ford Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 29 

Warts, W G, Craven st,Strand High Court Pet Augi7 Ord Oct 31 


WHITE, GEORGE, Grove mews, Notting hill sq, Cab Driver High Court Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 31 

WHITE, MATTHEW WILLIAM, Red Lion st, Clerkenwell, Silversmith High Court 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 29 


Pet Oct 16 


venny, Farmer Tredegar Pet 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ANSTEY, Hakry, Exeter, Fruiterer Exeter Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 
eee WILLIAM EpMUND, Leeds, out of business Leeds Pet Nov 1 Ord 


Bates, ‘PEren, Kingston upon Hull, Smack Owner 
Nov3 Ord Nov3 

BENTLEY, ANNIE ELIZABETH, Bradford, Dress Maker Bradford Pet Oct 29 Ord 
Oct 30 

BLAND, JouN, Darlington, Asphalter Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough 
Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

BLEASDALE, + locas Gt Harwood, Lancs, Butcher 
Ord No 

Brone, Jans, | Weibieates, Lace Manufacturer Nottingham Pet Oct 31 Ord 


Kingston upon Hull Pet 


Blackburn Pet Nov 1 


BowLes, GEORGE ALFRED Morsk, Leytonstone, Shorthand Writer High Court 
Pet Nov1 Ord Novt 
Brook, Law, Huddersfield, General Dealer Huddersfield Pet Nov 3 Ord Nov 3 


a Se COLLARD, West pl, Putney, Builder Wandsworth Pet Nov 

2 rd Nov2 

eee. JOSEPH, Heywood, Lancs, late Beerseller Bolton Pet Nov 1 
rd Nov 1 

COOKE, ALFRED MEADOWS, Stourport, Butcher Kidderminster Pet Oct 30 Ord 


ct 30 
DAVIES, JOHN, Aberdare, Butcher Aberdare Pet Novi Ord Novi 


Davis, CHARLES FREDERICK, and CARL EMIn HOLTERMANN panes NDAHL, Gates- 
head, Shipbrokers Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov2 Ord Nov2 

Dyson, GEORGE, Brie rley Wood, nr Huddersfield, Painter Huddersfield Pet 
Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Evans DAviD, Lianllyfri, Carnarvonsbire, Painter Bangor Pet Nov 3 Ord 


ov 
EVERE1T, EDWARD, Brixworth, Northamptonshire, Saddler Northampton Pet 
Oct16 Ord Nov 3 
eee wo) Te Swanmore, Hants, Brickmaker Southampton Pet Nov 
3 Ord Nov3 
GOMERSALL, JOHN, Dewsbury, Commission Agent Dewsbury Pet Nov2 Ord 
ov 2 
annane, we W., Charing Cross, Clerkin Holy Orders High Court Pet Oct 11 
rd Nov3 
HarskE, HENRY, Bristol, Basket Manufacturer Bristol Pet Novi Ord Novi 


HOLEHOUSE, Davin, sheffield, Boot Dealer Sheftield Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 


HopeE _otes yous, ¢ Cantlows rd, Camden sq, Wheelwright High Court Pet 
ovi rd Novi 
HorkIN, LEvI, Nottingham, Blacksmith Nottingham Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 


Howe, THomas HESLoreE, Broadstairs Canterbury Pet Sept29 Ord Nov2 
HOYLE, AIFRED, Leeds, Scribbler Leeds Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 


Isaacs, ALFRED HENRY, Theobald’s rd, Bedford row, Gent High Court Pet 
July 24 Ord Sept 26 





JONES. ELLEN, Pwllheli, Cunpervensninn, Licensed Victualler Sedtiiiiees and 
Blaenau Festiniog Pet Nov1 Ord Novi 

JONES, WILLIAM WILLIAM, Bettws-y-Coed, apeeanee mshire, Grocer Portmadoc 
and Blaenau Festiniog Pet Mev 1 Ord N Yov 1 

LEwIs, DAVID, Llandyssul, Carpenter Carmarthen Pet Novi Ord Nov1 


LEWTHWAITE, JOHN, Dean, Cumberland, Farmer Cockermouth and Workington 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 
LitrLe, Tuomas, Kingstou on Hull, Fish Curer 


Kingston on Hull Pet Oct 25 


Ord Nov 3 

LOVE, oe 4 Joun, Tunbridge Wells, Builder Tunbridge Wells Pet Nov 3 
on ov3 

MATHEWS, Geones, Cowbridge, Glamorgansbire, Ironmonger Cardiff Pet 
Nov2 Ord v2 


NATTRASS, THOMAS, “Stockton on Tees, Comme 7} Traveller Stockton on Tees 
and Middlesborough Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 

NeEsnit, THOMAS OSWALD, Newcastle on Tyne, Commission Agent Newcastle on 
Tyne Ord Nov3 . 

mone, Sone, South Shields, Plum ber Pet Nov1 Ord 

Huddersfield Pet 


Pet Nov 2 


Newcastle on Tyne 


ov 

NICHOL, JOHN CHARLES, Almondbury, Yorks, Innkeeper 
Nov2 Ord Nov2 

NonrTH, Pan Queniborough, Leicestershire, Butcher Leicester 
Ord Nov 2 

OakLEY, RicHarp, High Holborn, Electrical Engineer High Court Pet Aug 
31 Ord Nov2 c 

PAYNE, CHARLES HENRY, and NORMAN EDWARD CARTWRIGHT, Kettering, Brick 
Merchants Northampton Pet Oct 13 Ord Nov3 

Puirrs JAMES, Woodbine grove, Penge, Builder Croydon Pet Nov 2 Ord 


Canterbury Pet Nov2 Ord 
RICHARDS ALBERT JOHN, Sherbrooke rd, Fuliam, Corn Merchant High Court 
Pet Be ept20 Ord Nov 2 
ROBERTS, ee Colwyn Bay, Denbighshire, Commission Agent Bangor Pet 
Nov2 Ord Nov2 
Ropinson, EDWIN, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Gt Grimsby Pet Nov2 Ord Nov2 


Yov 
PIL CHER, Tuomas, Elham, Kent, Wheelwright 


| RuMBLE, Exvizabetu, Harbut rd, New Wandsworth, Widow Wandsworth Pet 








Oct 16 Ord Novi 

SHIERS, 1 2 fonene, Uxbridge rd, Tobacconist High Court 
Ord Novi 

SMELT, CHRISTOPHER, Yarm on Tees, Yorks, Refreshment house keeper Stock- 
ton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Blow 3 Ord Nov3 

Topp. JAMES ALFRED, Chesterton. “Stafford, Surveyor Hanley, Burslem, and 

{{Tunstall Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

TUCKER, DANIEL PopHAM, Wolverhampton, out of occupation Wolverhampton 
Pet Nov1 Ord Novi 

TUKE, GEORGE THomas, Leeds, Hay Merchant Leeds Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

WAKEFIELD, om, Nottingham, Machine Builder Nottinghan Pet Oct 30 
Ord Oct 

WAKEFIELD, Ww cexaaxe, Bourn, 
Ord Novy 3 

WAL —. RicHagD, Rothley, Leicester, Farmer Leicester 


Pet Oct 17 


Cambridge, Bricklayer Cambridge Pet Nov3 
Pet Nov 3 Ord 


The following amended notice is substituted oe that published in the 
London Gazette, Oct 
WILD, ApRAHAM KENWORTHY, Lees, Lancs, Sand ‘Dealer Ashton under Lyne 
and Stalybridge Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette, Nov 2 
Boum, a. Eow ARD, Salford, Commission Agent Manchester Pet Oct 


RECEIVING (ORDER RESCINDED AND ADJUDICATION ANNULLED 


PEARSE, W F, Whittingstall rd, Fulham, Gent High Court OrdjOct6 Adj ud 
Oct 10 Rese and Annul Nov 2 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED AND PETITION DISMISSED. 


Moore, EDWIN EMANUEL, Lincoln’s inn fields, Architect High Court Ord Aug 

16 Resc and Dis Oct 26 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
ANSTEY, Harry, Exeter, Fruiterer Nov 17 at 11 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, 
ixeter 

Asuby, JOHN, Blackburn, Draper Nov 20 at 3.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge 
st, Manchester 

BAILEY, GEORGE, Southampton, B)acksmith Nov 14 at 2.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 

BAILEY, hg ne Green Hammerton, Yorks, Brickmaker Nov 13 at 12.30 Off 
Rec, York 

BARBER, ALFRED, New Clee, Fisherman Nov 14 at 1 Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Gt 


TIMED 
BEAL, CHARLES ARTHUR, Peterborough, Grocer Nov 16 at 1 County Court, 
Peterborough 
BENTLEY, ANNIE ELIZABETH, Bradford, Dressmaker Nov 13 at 12 Off Rec, 31, 
Manor row, Bradford 
BONNER. WALTER EpWARD, Pendleton, Salford, Commission Agent Nov 13 at 12 
Otf Rec, Ogden’ 's chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
BLorE, JAMES, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer Nov 14at 11 Off Rec, 1, High 
pavement, Netts f 
Bralp, A. and E., Manresa rd, Chelsea, Builders Nov 13 at 2.30. Bankruptcy 
bldngs. Lincoln’s inn 
BRUNNING, J AMES SMITH, Weardalerd. Lee, Trimming Warehouseman Nov 13 
at12 Bankruptcy bldngs, Lincoln’s inn 
BUTTERWORTH, JOSEPH. Heywood, Lancashire, late Beerseller 
1.30 16, Wood st, Bolton 
CLARKE, JAMES Proctor, Alma rd, Canonbury, Merchant Nov 13 at 11 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
CLEE, WILLIAM HUMPHREY DavID, Cheltenham, Dealer in Fancy Goods Nov 14 
ati1 Off Rec, Worcester 
COooKE, ALFRED MEADOWS, Stourport, Butcher Nov19 at 12.30 A. 8S. Thursfield, 
Solicitor, Kidderminster 
CookE, Davip, Halesowen, Bricklayer Nov 20 at 10.15 Talbot Hotel, Stour- 
bric ige 
DAvIs, CHARLES FREDERICK, and CARL EMIL HOLTERRMANN BERGENDAHL, New- 
7 on Tyne, Ship Brokers Nov 15 at 2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle 
on ne 
Dra, ALEXANDER Joun GorpDON, Fortess rd, Kentish Town, China Dealer 
Nov i4atil 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
FirTH, JAMES, Dewsbury, Grocer Novi3at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 


FRYER, HENRY CHARLES, North bldgs, Eldon st, Finsbury, Auctioneer Nov 13 
atil Bankruptcy bidgs. Lincoln’s inn 
ce a. 3ewdley, Worcesterhire, Licensed Victualler Nov 19 at 12 
S. Thursfield, Solivitor, Kidderminster 
GREENFIE ‘LD, GEORGE, Plumstead, Turner Novi3at12 109, Victoria st, West- 
minster 
Heanpee, Tuomas, Leeds, out of business Nov 14at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Nov 15 at 


HAYOOCcE, WILLIAM, Kingston upon Hull, Smackowner Nov 15 atit Off Rec, 
Trinity House lane, Hull 
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Hopxtn, Levi, Old Basford, Nottingham, Blacksmith Nov 13 at11 Off Rec, 1, 
High pavement. Nottingham 

HowoxgTH, SAMUEL, Walsden, nr Todmorden, Lancs, Confectioner Nov 16 at 
3.15 Queen’s Hotel, Todmorden 

IsSACHAR, WOOLFE, Cheltenham, out of business Nov 17 at 4.15 County Court, 
Cheltenham 

JOHNSON, CHARLES W1LtiAM, Mark lane, Chemical Manure Maker Nov 13 at 
2.30 Hankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

JULIER, GEORGE, St George st, St George’s in the East, Mineral Water Maker 
Nov 14at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

LEON, WILLIAM, Walsall, Grecer Nov 14 at 11.15 Off Rec, Walsall 


LeecH, THOMAS, Southsea, Hire Carter Nov 26at3 166, Queen st, Portsea 


Lucas. een, Blackpool, Laundress Nov 19 at 8 Lane Ends Hotel, 
Blackpoo 

MAEFELL, JOHN, Linton, Herefordshire, Grocer Nov 15at11 Swan Hotel, Ross 

MAEQUARDT, CHARLES, Billiter sq, Merchant Nov 14 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

MorGAN, EDWARD, and CHARLES WILLIAM Epwarp Tuumwoop, Kennington pk 
rd, Travellers Nov 14at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

MyeErscouGH, RIcHARD, Preston, Contractor Nov 13 at 3 County Court, 
Winckley st, Preston 


NESBIT, THOMAS OSWALD, Newcastle on Tyne, Commission Agent Nov 15 at 3.30 | 


Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 


NEWALL, BENJAMIN, Birmingham, Dealer in Tobacconists’ Goods Nov 16 at 11 | 


25, Colmore row, Birmingham < 
NIcHOL, JOHN CHARLES, Almondbury, Yorks, Innkeeper Noviéat3 Haigh & 
Son, New st, Hudderstield 


NICHOL, JOHN. South Shields, Plumber Novi14at11 Off Rec, Pink lane, New- | 


castle on Tyne 

ones, Saseae Joun, Coleman st, Merchant Nov i5ati1 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln'’s inn 

ROBERTS, THOMAS GEORGE, Boothstown, Lancs, Provision Dealer Nov 14 at 11 
16, Wood st, Bolton 

ROBERTS, WILLIAM, Birkenhead, Joiner Nov 14at2 Off Rec, 48, Hamilton sq, 
Birkenhead 

Suaw. GEORGE, Brierley Hill, Staffordshire, Ironmonger Nov 20 at 10.30 Talbot 
Hotel, Stourbridge 

SMITH. WILLIAM HENRY, Stalybridge, Publican Nov i3at11 Off Rec, Ogden’s 
chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

STEVENS, ROBERT, Swaby rd, Wandsworth, Dairyman Nov13 at 3 109, Vic- 
toria st, Westminster 

TEREY, JOHN, Farringdon st, Accountant Nov 15 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

TuoMAs, WILLIAM LovIs, Green st, Bethnal Green, Draper Nov 15 at 12 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

WADDINGTON, EpwIn, Leeds, out of business Nov 13 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park 
row, Leeds 


WAKEFIELD, JOHN, Nottingham, Machine Dealer Nov 13 at 12 Off Ree, 1, | 


High pavement. Nottingham 

WARD, EDWARD JAMES, Surrey st, W.C., Solicitor Nov 14 at2.30 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln's inn 

ware JOSEPH, Newent, Clerk in Holy Orders Nov 15 at 3 George Hotel, 
Newent 

WILD, ABRAHAM KENWORTHY, Lees, Lancs, Sand Builders Nov 13at11.30 Off 
Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 2 

YATES, JOHN GREENSILL, Gloucester, Builder Novi3at3 Off Rec, 15, King st, 
Gloucester 

YEOMANS, DAVID MAITLAND, out of England, Engineer Nov 13at11 33, Carey 


st, Lincoln’s inn 
ADJUDICATIONS. | 
ALLEN. Joun, Nottingham, Frame Clipper Nottingham Pet Oct 17 Ord 


Novi 

ANSTEY, Harry, Excter, Fruiterer Exeter Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

BENTLEY, ANNIE ELIZABETH, Bradford, Dressmaker Bradford Pet Oct 29 Ord 
Oct 30 

ee Hovtt, Ibstock, Leicestershire, Carrier Leicester Pet Oct 
15 r ct 31 

BLAND, JOHN, Darlington, Asphalter Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough 


Pet Oct:9 Ord Oct 30 
BLEASDALE, BENJAMIN, GtHarwood, Lancs, Butcher Blackburn Pet Oct 31 Ord 


ovi 
Booru, Tuomas, Calverley, nr Bradford, Coal Merchant Bradford Pet Oct 15 
Nov 2 


Ord No 
BowLes, GEORGE ALFRED MorsE, Leytonstone, Shorthand Writer High Oourt | 


Pet Novi Ord Nov 1 
CLARKE, SAMUEL, High st, Godalming, Glass Merchant Guildferd and Godal- 
ming PetOct19 Ord Nov3 


CLEE, WILLIAM HumMpHRtY Davin, Worcester, Dealer in Fancy Goods Worces- | 


ter Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov3 “e : 
CooxkE, ALFRED MEADOWS. Stourport, Worcestershire, Butcher Kidderminster 
Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 mes? 
CoorEr, THomAs, and JoHN Cooper, Tamworth, Corn Dealers Birmingham 
Pet Oct 3 Ord Nov2 
1AVIES, JOHN, Aberdare, Butcher Aberdare Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov1 


Evans, Davin, Llanllyfni, Carnarvonshire, Painter Bangor Pet Nov 2 Ord) 
3 


ov 

FAIRE, GEORGE ROBERT, Barkby, Leicestershire, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet Sept 29 Ord Oct 19 7 o 

GEDDES, WILLIAM, Gt Marlborough st, Regent st, Diamond Merchant High 
Court PetSept 20 Ord Novi 

HAMILTON, JOHN JAMES, and ELLEN HaMIttTon, Manchester, Milliners Man- 
chester Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 2 
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| Hansr, HENRY, Bristol, Basket Manufacturer Bristol Pet Novi Ord Nov1 
Hasnepe, Jem, Birmingham, Contractor Birmingham Pet June 2% Ord 


ov 
ame 38, JoHN, Nottingham, Warehouseman Nottingham Pet Oct 16 Ord 
ct 3 


Mawacen, oun, Brighton, Furniture Dealer Brighton Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 31 
Hircurns, RicHarp, Clifton, Accountant Bristol Pet Oct 29 Ord Novi 

| Horxrn, Levi, Nottingham, Blacksmith Nottingham PetOct 30 Ord Oct 30 

| Hoyts, ALFRED, Leeds, Scribbler Leeds Pet Nov3 OrdNov3 

| IssACHAR, WOOLFE, Cheltenham, out of business Cheltenham Pet Oct13 Ord 


| avovVv 
Isaacs, FREDERICK SAMUEL, aildress unknown High Court Pet Aug 3 Ord 
Yov 3 


| Jonxs, WILLIAM WILtIAM, Bettws y Coed, Oarnarvonshire, Grocer Portmadoc 
and Blaenau Festiniog Pet Oct30 Ord Nov 1 

LEWIs. DAvip, Pendre, Liandyssul, Carpenter Carmarthen Pet Nov 1 Ord 
sNOV 

LEWTHWAITS, JOHN, Dean, Cumberland, Farmer Cockermouth and Workington 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov? 

MANLEY, HENRY, Grosvenor rd, Aldershot, Corn Merchant Guildford and 
Godalming Pet Uct27 Ord Nov3 

oer ~\ 7 ae Cowbridge, Glamorgan, Ironmonger Cardiff Pet Nov 2 

rd Nov 2 
MYERSCOUGH, RICHARD, Preston, Contractor Preston Pet Septi1 Ord Nov3 


NzAL, ROBERT ARTHUR AUGUSTUs, West Hartlepool, Grocer’s Assistant Stock- 
. ton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Nov 3 Ord Nov3 
NIcHOL, JoHN CHARLES, Almondbury, Yorks, Innkeeper Huicersfieli Pet 
Nov2 Ord Nov 3 
Gneem, a WILLIAM, Hinckley, Licensed Victualler Leicester Pet Oct 
6 re c 


rT 
PARRELL, WALTER G., Beckenham, Kent Croydon Pet Sept22 Ord Oct 31 


Parsons. ALFRED, and Witr14mM Parsons, alias WILLIAM SARGENT, Wolver- 
hampton, Drapers Wolverhampton Pet Aug 20 Ord Nov 2 
Pures, JaMES, Woodbine grove, Penge, Builder Croydon Pet Nov2 Ord 


Nov 2 
PorRITT, WILLIAM, Bradford, Wool Dealer Bradford Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 2 


RICHNELL, THoMAS RICHARD, Elm Park terr, South Kensington, Tobacconist 
High Court Pet Aug 2s Ord Nov3 
—— ~" —, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Commission Agent Bangor Pet Nov 2 
rd Nov % 
Ronneeen. EDWIN, Great Grimsby, Fisherman Great Grimsby Pet Nov2 Ord 


Nov2 

SHILcOcK, GEORGE, and WILLIAM HENRy SHILCOCK, Belgrave, Leicestershire, 

' Builders Leicester Pet Oct9 Ord Oct 22 

SHIERS, > Ropert, Uxbridge rd, Tobacconist High Court Pet Oct 17 
rc ov 

SMELT, CHRISTOPHER, Yarm on Tees, Yorks, Refreshment house keeper Stock- 
ton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

ee JAMES GORDON, Cannon st, Merchant High Court Pet Augi5 Ord 
Nov 1 

&MITH, int > cer Stalybridde, Publican Ashton under Lyne Pet Sept 
49 Ord Nov: 

a Swaby rd, Wandsworth, Dairyman Wandsworth Pet Oct 
26 rd Novi 

TAYLOR, ALFRED, Salford, Ink Manufacturer Manchester Pet Sept 4 Ord 


ct4 
TUKE, GEoRrGE THOMAS, Leeds, Hay Merchant Leeds Pet Nov2 Ord Nov2 
Topp, JAMES ALFRED, Chesterton, Staffordshire, Surveyor Hanley, Burslem, 
and Tunstall Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 
Va Nottingham, Machine Builder Nottingham Pet Oct 30 
rr ct 30 
WAKEFIELD, WIL11aM, Bourn, Cambridgeshire, Bricklayer Cambridge Pet 
Nov3 Ord Nov3 
WARBURTON, GEORGE, JOHN HARDMAN, and RICHARD WARBURTON, Blackburn, 
+ Cotton Manufacturers Blackburn Pet Oct29 Ord Nov1 
tammy, JOHN GREENSILL, Gloucester, Builder Gloucester Pet Oct 10 Ord 


Nov 2 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
HopGkINs, ROBERT HALL, Chaddesley Corbett, Worcestershire, Farmer Kid- 
derminster AdjudJan10 Annul Oct 9 


. 
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IMPORTANT NOTICE. 


WILLIAM CLOWES 


PRINTERS AND 


PUBLISHERS 


& SONS, LIMITED, 


TO THE 


Incorporated Council of Law Reporting for England and Wales, 
HAVING NOW PURCHASED FROM THE COUNCIL THE ENTIRE REMAINING STOCK OF 


THE LAW 


REPORTS, 


FOR THE TWENTY YEARS 1866 TO 1885 INCLUSIVE, 
Beg to annex a List of Prices, and to draw particular attention to the Discounts allowed to 
Purchasers of more than two years’ issues of the Reports. 


LIST OF PRICES. 





The ENTIRE SERIES for any Single 

1#70, 1871, 1873... os hs By 
SERIES for 1867 
SERIES for 1869, 
SBRIBS for 1874 

RE SERIES for 1475 ase ae ‘ = 

SERIES for 1876, 1877, 1878, 1879, 1880 
SERIES for 1481, 1882, 1883, 1884... 
SERIES for 1885 “ae . 


1872 





The ENTIRE SERIES for the Twenty Years 1863 to 1885... 


Year, 1866, 1868, ) 
each 


. each 
. each 


| 
Unbound,! Cloth. Half-Calf.| Calf. 


th 
- 
a? 


103 19 


ie) 


5 5 
' 


~ 
~- 


VAANIAts 
ANNIoOnon 








The Weexry Notes are not included in the above List, nor the Statutes for some years ; but, of the | 
latter, if desired, the Queen’s Printers’ Edition can be supplied at a slightly increased cost, where not out | 


of print. 


DISCC UNTS FOR CASH. 


To Purchasers of any three years’ Reports, 5 per cent.; of any five years’, 74 per cent.; of any 


ten years’, 10 per cent.; of any fifteen years’ 


12} per cent.; and of the twenty years’, from the 


commencement of the Keports in 1866 to 1885 inclusive, 15 per cent. off the above prices, 


WM. CLOWES & 


SONS, LIMITED, 


LAW PUBLISHERS AND BOOKSELLERS, 
27, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. 





JARTNERSHIP.—Solicitor (25), admitted 

June, 1886, and in practice, will invest £2000 in 

the purchase of a Junior Partnership in an old- 

established London Firm; no agents need answer.—- 

R, G. M. * Solicitors’ Journal’’ Office, 27, Chancery- 
lane, W.C. 


AW.—Articled Clerkship.—Vacancy in 

old Lincoln’s-inn Office; reasonable premium. 

—Apply, LEX, care of Warner, 11, Bell-yard, Temple 
Bar, W.C. 


AW.—Messrs. Upton, Atkey, & Upton, 

14, Austin-friars, London, E.C., particularly 

wish to recommend as Managing Clerk a Gentleman 

(a Solicitor and Oxford Graduate, ist Class Mathe- 

matics) who has been trained in their Office, where 

he has had a thorough experience in Conveyancing 
and General Work. 


A SOLICITOR (admitted Feb, 1584), 

wishes to purchase a small Share in an estab- 
lished Country Practice.— Address, H. L., 117, 
Chancery-lane. 


W4nten, for a County Court near 

London, a Clerk having a General Knowledge 
of County Court Practice and qualified to issue 
process.—Apply, by letter, to J. D, 2, Medusa-road, 
Catford. 


\ ANTED, as Managing Clerk, a Gentle- 

man thoroughly conversant with Chancery 
and Common Law Practice, and capable of con- 
ducting business without supervision, if required ; 
must have been admitted at least 3 years.—Address, 
with particulars, references, and salary asked, N., 
care of Messrs. Bartlett, 9, Salisbury-square, Fleet- 
street. 








Bus of COSTS settled by experienced | 


Draftsman and Compiler of a well-known Book 
on Costs on moderate terms; thorough knowledge of 
Practice, Chancery Taxations, &c. ; bills settled from 
papers.—Apply, W., 24, Birdhu: st-road, Wandsworth. 


OME for the TREATMENT and CURE 

of INEBRIETY and MOURPHIA HABIT, 

igh Sbot House, Twickenham. — Charmingly 

secludei. Gentlemen only. Limited number taken. 

Billiari room, eee lawn tennis court, bowls, &c. 

The wadle staff pledged abstainers. Terms—2} to 5 

guineas weekly. — Particulars from the Medical 

Cupermbondens, H. BRANTHWAITE, F.R.C.S.Ed.; and 

reference is permitted to Messrs. MUNTON & Mornis, 
solicitors, 954, Queen Victoria-street, London, 


Six doors east of Inner Temple Lane ) 


\7BR. H. S. BOWEN, B.A., LL.B. (First- 
4 class Honours in Common Law and Equity, 
London University, 1882), Author of “Outlines of 
Specific Performance,” PREPARES for the Ber 
and Solicitors’ EXAMINATIONS and London Law 
Degrees. — Address, 4, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s- 


inn, W.C. 
RESULTS IN i1sss. 
Solicitors’ Honours.—One of the Prizemen at the 
June Exam. With 2 exceptions all Mr. Bowen’s 
pupils for the Firal and Intermediate this year have 
passed. Bar Exams. : 10 sent up, 10 passed. 


A. BARRISTER-AT-LAW (LL.B., London, 
Ps First in First-Class Honours in Jurisprudence 
and Roman Law, and Honoursman in Common Law 
and Equity) prepares for Legal Examinations. 
Tuition for the Bar, Solicitors’ Intermediate and 


Final, ist and 2nd LL.B., Studentship and Scholar- | 


ship Examinations, privately or in class, at his 
Chambers. ist and 2nd LL.B 
be joined; Correspondence Classes for the same 
can be joined at any time for the whole or part of 
the course. 


- Classes can now | 


Recent successes of his Pupils include that of the 1st | 


in lst Class Honours Intermediate LL B., Lond., 1888. 
For terms, &c., apply to ‘‘ JURISCONSULTUS,” care of 
his clerk, Mr. Burnett, 9, Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 


MORTGAGES. 

WV Esse. BELL WILLIAMS, SON, & 
4 CO., Land Agents, 40, Nortn John-street, 
Liverpool (established 40 years), will be glad to for- 
ward to Solicitors, ‘Trustees, and others who may 
have funds waiting investment particulars of some 
good Freehold and Leasehold Securities with interest 
at 44 to 5 per cent. 





| MPERIAL FIRE 


N UNICIPAL.—Solicitor of experience (31) | 
B 


desires Engagement in Office of Town Clerk 


or Clerk of the Peace, or as General Managing Clerk, | 


Advocate, Commissioner ; 
DELTA, Office or ‘Solicitors’ Journal,” 27, Chancery- 
lane, W.C. 


first-class oraftsman.— | 


YictoRia UNIVERSITY, 


THE EXTERNAL EXAMINERS OF THE 
UNIVERSITY. 


T. ARNOLD, M.A., Fellow of the Royal Univeraity 
of Ireland, Examiner in English Language and 
Literature. 

T. G. BONNEY. D.Sc., LL.D., F.R.8., Professor of 
Geology in University College, London, Examiner 
in Geology and Paleontology. 

\*7. W. BRIDGE, M.A., Professor of Zoology and 
Comparative Anatomy in Mason Science College, 
Birmingham, Examiner in Zoology. 

*HENRI DURLAC, Lecturer on French tn University 
College, Dundee, Examiner in French. 

J. A, EWING, B.Sc., F.R.S., Professor of Engineer. 

| ingin University College, Dundee, Examiner in 
Engineering. 

WILLIAM GARNETT, M.A., D.C.L., Principal of 
Durham College of Science, Newcastle-on-Tyne, 

Examinerin Physics 

| A. PEARCE GOULD, M.S., F.R.C.S.. Surgical Tutor 

| in Midd.esex Hospital. Examiner in Surgery. 

| A. V. HARCOUR'. MA, F.RS., Reader in 

} Chemistry in the University of Oxford, Examiner 

| in Chemistry. 

MATTHEW HAY, M.D.. C.M., Professor of Medical 
| Jurisprudence, Aberdeen, Examiner in Materia 
Medica and Pharmacy. 

ERNEST HERMAN, M.B., F.RC.P., Lecturer 

on Midwifery in London Hospital, Examiner in 

Obstetrics. 

VICTOR HORSLEY, M B., B.S., F.R.C.S., Profassor 
of Pathology in University College, London, 
Examiner in Pathology. 

FRANZ LANGE, Ph.D., Professor of German in the 
Royal Military Academy, Woolwich, Examinerin 
German Language and Literature. 

| WILLIAM RAMSAY McNAB, M.D., F.L.S., Pro- 
fessor of Botany in the Royal College of Science, 
Ireland, Examiner in Botany. 

*F, POLLOCK, M.A., LU.D., Professor of Jurispru- 
dence, Oxford, and of Common Law in the Inns of 

Court, Examiner in Law. 

| G. V. POORE, M D., F.R.C.P., Professor of Medical 

Jurisprudence in University College, London, 
Exaainer in forensic Medicine and Hygiene. 

*G, W. PROTHERO, M.A, Fellow and Tutor of 
King’s College, Cambridge. Examiner in History, 

*J. S. REID, M L., Litt. D , Fellow and Tutor of Caius 
College, Cambridge, Examiner in Classics. 

F. T. ROBERTS, M.D., F.R.C.P., Professor of 

| Clinical Medicine in University College Hospital, 

London, Examiner in Medicine. 

W. R. SORLEY, M.A.. Professor of Philosophy in 
University College. Cardiff, Examiner in 
Philosophy and Political Economy. 

M. TAYLOR, M.A., Fellow and Mathematical 

Lecturer of Trinity College, Cambridge, Exami- 

ner in Mathematics. 

G. D. THANE, M.R.C.S., Professor of Anatomy in 
University College, London, Examiner ia 
Anatomy. 

AUGUSTUS D. WALLER, M.D.. Lecturer on 
Pby:iologyin St. Mary’s Hospital Medical School, 
London. Examiner in Physiology 

The Examiners against whose naines an asterisk is 
placed retire at the end of November. Applications are 
invited for the posts they now fill, which should be 
sent in on or before November 2s, and may be accom- 
panied by testimonials (copies only) or :eferences, at 
the Candidate’s discretion. The appointments will 
be for three years, at the expiration of which 

Examiners are not re-eligible. 

For further particulars apply to 

A. T. BENTLEY, M.A., Registrar. 

Manchester, October, 1888. 

N UKLHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY, 
L Established 1836. 

Lowpow: 1, Moorgate-street, E.C. 

nlon-terrace, 
INCOME & FUNDS (1887) :— 
Fire Premiums ., oes ws £607 009 
Life Premiums .., 7) 147..100 
| Interest... oe oe 
| Actnmulated Funds ° . 





Ga. 


H. 


ABERDEEN, 1, 


see aoe 


43, UL 
° +» £3,421.000 
INSURANCE CuUM- 
PANY. 
Established 1803, 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pali Mall, S.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 
kK EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE. 
»v RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE RE 


| VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 10 


|? you want Money without fees—amounts | 
£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. | 


O. CLIBURN, personally if possible, 43, Great Tower- 
street. 

A ENTS WANTED by the PROVIDENT 
Ps ASSOCIATION of LONDON (Limited). 
Canvassing and Insurance Agents may considerably 
add to their income by representing this Association. 
Financial position indisputable. see Reports of 


| leading Accountants and Actuary recently issued, 


and over 100 press notices.—Apply personally or by 


| letter to Mr. A. P. MADDEN, Provident Association 


of London (Limited), 39, Lombard-street, E.C, 


Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand, Establishe 
1835. Capital, £500,000, Interest on Loans may be 
capitalized, 
F, 8. CLAYTON, 
C. H. CLAYTON, 
JHEENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lompanp- 
STREET and {7, CHARKING-CROSS, LONDON. 
Ystablished 1782. 

Moderate Rates. Absolute Security. Electric 
Lighting Rules supplied. Liberal Loss Settlements, 
Prompt Payment of Claims. 

Joint Secretaries — 
W. C. Macponatp and F. B. MAcDONALD, 
LOSSES PAID OVER 


£16,000,000, 


Joint 


Secretaries, 








